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The Various Translations 


S< hi it* twenty-five bnglish translation* of the Holv Bihle have 
found a measure of acceptance among (Christians of this era. In* 
eluded in dial number are tiie following translations: The American 
Standard Version, The New American Standard Bihle. The New 
International Version. The Revised Standard Version, The New 
bullish Bihle. The New Berkeley Version. Todav's bullish Ver¬ 
sion, The Amplified Bihle. Moffatl's New Translation, and The 
New Testament in Modern bullish (Phillips). In addition to these 
more widely accepted translations are those which are less well 
known. Another type of “Bihle" is the paraphrase, of which the 
leading example is The Living Bihle. 

Many (Christians are not aware of the fundamental difference 
between these recent translations and the Authorized Version, 
inonly called the King James Version. Thev are under the impres¬ 
sion 111 at the newer versions simply update the language of the Bible. 


CO 111- 
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or render God’s Word into the common speech of the day. When 
comparing a reading of the KJV (King James Version) with that 
of another translation, they are prone to remark, “It says the same 
thing, but in different words.” Because the modern versions sup¬ 
posedly make God’s Word easier to understand, some have put aside 
the King James Version in favor of one of the newer works. 

This is not to say that the recent translations are guilty of hiding 
their fundamental difference; it is explained in the translators’ notes 
to the readers, the preface, or some other literature accompanying 
the translation. But few people ever seriously study such material. 
They thus remain uninformed as to the distinctive contrast between 
the old and the new. 

An example of a frank explanation of the basic manner in which 
a new version differs from the KJV is found in the Introduction 

to The Bible, A New Translation, by James Moffatt: 


The initial difficulties in making any such version are 
started by the text. Now the traditional or “massoretic” 
text of the Old Testament, though of primary value, is often 
desperately corrupt. . .At. . .points it is in such disrepair 
that no conjecture can heal it. . .wherever I was satisfied 
with some correction or conjecture which at least made 
tolerable sense, I preferred to adopt it. When the choice 
lay between a guess and a gap, I inclined to prefer the 
former. . .nearly every page contains some emendation of 

the traditional text in the interests of accuracy and 
point. . .very few. . .realize how uncertaiu and precarious 

is the traditional text of some books in the Old 

Testament.. . . 

Then, even after a more or less sound text has been 
secured, it has to be rendered into adequate English.... 1 
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And so far, M of fait has discussed only the Old Testament! The 

basic problem, he says, i 
challenge facing the translator is not 
to understand," but deciding what is God's Word in the Hebrew, 
Aramaic, and Greek languages. The broad term used to describe 

this process is “textual criticism." This involves comparing the many 

extant (existing) manuscripts (hereafter MSS, or MS when singular) 
in an effort to determine as closely as possible the reading of the 
original autographs (the MSS actually penned by the Biblical 

writers). 

Leaving, for the moment, Moffatt's accusation as to the 
feriority" of the traditional text of the Old Testament, we notice 

that the basic problem with the New Testament is identical: 

The rise of a certain dissatisfaction with the version 

of 1611 came to a head during the last quarter of the nine¬ 
teenth century, . 

eh a isms of a masterpiece in Elizabethan prose bad become 
either unintelligible or misleading, (h) The advance of 
scholarship, which in the sixteenth century was quite im¬ 
mature, had opened up fresh methods of studying the dic¬ 
tion and syntax of the dialects in which the Bible had been 
originally composed, (c) And, finally, the progress of tex¬ 
tual criticism had reset the entire problem of the text. A 
translation depends largely upon its text for its permanent 
value. . .. 

.. .This 


with the text. In other words, the first 


is 


making God r W ord easier 


t h I 




. .The 


were threefold, (a) The ar- 


reasons 


received text,” or Textus Receptus, as it came 
afterwards to be called, lay before the revisers of 1611. 
It was, it could not hut be, notoriously corrupt. ... 

The text from which the present translation has been 
made approximates to that of H. von Soden of Berlin, 
whose critical edition of the Greek New Testament. . .ap¬ 
peared during the first decade of this century,* 
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So Moffat has clearly revealed the basic difference between his 
translation and that of the Authorized Version (AV). The AV 
translated from the traditional Hebrew text (the Masoretic Text) 
in the Old Testament and from the Textus Reeeptus 4 in the New 
Testament. Moffatt, while admitting that the Masoretic Text was 
of “primary value,” nevertheless corrected it on nearly every page 
of the Old Testament. In the New Testament, he followed the text 
developed by H. von Sodeii. 5 

The situation has changed little since Moffatt first copyrighted 

1922. The preface of a more recent work, the 
New International Version, confirms that the fundamental contrast 
between the KJ V and the modem translations is still the same, par¬ 
ticularly in the New Testament: 


was 


his translation in 


For the Old Testament the standard Hebrew text, the 
Masoretic Text. . .was used throughout. . . . 

The Greek text used in translating the New Testament 
was an eclectic one. . .Where existing manuscripts differ, 
the translators made their choice of readings according to 
accepted principles of New Testament textual criticism. 
Footnotes call attention to places where there was uncer¬ 
tainty ahoul what the original text was. The best current 
printed texts of the Greek New Testament were used. 6 


The translators of the New International Version (MV) did not 
follow the Masoretic Text slavishly throughout the Old Testament. 
Rather, they consulted the Septuagint, the Vulgate, the Syriac Peshit- 
ta, the Targums, and other early translations. 


Readings from these versions were occasionally fol¬ 
lowed where the Masoretic Text seemed doubtful and where 
accepted principles of textual criticism showed that one 


10 



The Fundamental Difference Between the Various Trantlationn 


more of theae textual witnesses appeared to provide the 
rorrert reading 7 


or 


Tlie Mew Testament was translated from an “eclectic” text, What 
this means is that no certain text was considered the final authori¬ 
ty* Instead, from “the best current printed texts of the Greek Mew 
Testament,” the translators created a text of their choosing. It is 
safe to assume that these “best current printed texts" from which 
choices were made as to the final text for the M1V included the 


text of Meslle-Aland and the United Bible Societies Greek Mew Testa¬ 
ment (UBSGNT)* 

The word eclectic means 


selecting; choosing from various 
Bruce Metzger describes the eclectic text as one in which 
the editor “follows now one and now another set of witnesses in 






sources* 


accord wi th what is deemed to he the author's style or the exigen- 
eies of transcriptional hazards."* E. Colwell asserts: 


. . .Textual eritieism. . .involves suhjeetive judg¬ 
ment. . .By “eclectic" they mean in fael free ehoiee among 
readings. . .The editor chooses that reading which com¬ 
mends itself to him as fitting the context. . .The weight 
of the manuscript is ignored.. .the editing of an eclectic 
text rests upon conjectures. 


It) 


Pickering observes: 


An eclecticism based solely on internal considerations 


is unacceptable for several reasons. It is unreasonable. It 
ignores the over 5,000 Greek MSS 


now' extant, to say 


nothing of patristic and 
variant readings from them. . .it has no principled basis 
f°r rejecting conjectural emendations. It has no history of 


versional evidence, except to cull 
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the transmission of the text. Therefore the choice between 
variants ultimately depeuds upon guesswork. . .Textual 

criticism ceases to be a science and one is left wondering 

what is meant by “sound principles” in the NIV preface. 


11 


The Revised Standard Version (RSV) and the New English Bible 

(NEB) are also admittedly based upon an eclectic text. But regardless 
of what may or may not be said in the literature accompanying 
any particular translation, virtually every translation produced since 
1611 has been based upon such a text. The result is not only that 
widely different readings are found in the various versions, but 
that large numbers of words, portions of verses, entire verses, and 
larger sections of Scripture found in the KJV are either called into 
question or bluntly dropped from the text. 


The Results of Eclecticism in the New Testament 

Everett W. Fowler has carefully compared the Greek text used 
by the translators of the KJV with the other major printed Greek 
texts translators have used during the past century. He tabulated 
only those differences which have a significant effect on the transla¬ 
tion into English. 


. . .The Westcott and Hort text has 2,288 differences 

from the Received Text that have an effect on translation. 
The Nestle text has 2,212 and the Bible Societies text has 
2,077. There are 1,995 of these differences which are com- 

to the three Greek texts by comparison with the Re- 


mon 

ceived Text. Of the differences in the Bible Societies text, 
2,018 (97.2%) are identical to differences found in the 

Westcott and Hort text. 




The most glaring and immediately noticeable of the differences 
between the Received Text of the KJV and tbe eclectic texts of the 
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I hone which include several subsequent 


newer translation* 14 are 

Such an example in John 7:53 — 8:11. The King James Ver¬ 
sion. of course, include* (hi* portion of Scripture without question. 

the N1V, while incorporating it into the text, preface* the 
ith the statement: “The earliest and most reliahle manuscripts 
do not have John 7:53 - 8:11." The New American Standard Bible 

lYASRl incorporate* these verse* in brackets, thus indicating (hat 
there i* some question a* to their authenticity. The RSV ends John 
7 with verse 52 and begin* chapter 8 with verse 12. A footnote 

reads: “Other ancient authorities add 7:53 - 8:11 either here or 


l! 




after Luke 21:38. with variations of 


at the end of this gospel or 
the text." Moffatt include* the passage in bracket* and offer* this 

footnote: “It is uncertain to which, if any. of the canonical gospels 

this fragment of primitive tradition originally belonged." The 


Amplified Bible incorporate* it into the text and explain* in a foot¬ 
note: “John 7:53 to 8:11 is not found in the older manuscripts, 
but it sounds so like Christ that we accept it as authentic, and feel 
that to omit it would be most unfortunate." Phillips include* the 

. but directs the reader to an appendix, where he says: 
passage ha* no place in the oldest manuscript* of John, and is con¬ 
sidered by most scholars to be an interpolation from some other 

. Almost all scholar* would agree that, although the story 
is out of place here, it is part of a genuine apostolic tradition." 
Today'* English Version (TEV) offer* the verse* in question in 

bracket*, which i* the treatment it reserves for those verses “not 






in the oldest and best manuscripts of the New Testmenl. 

Considering only these seven translations, then, it is dear that 

tartling 

. One might think that if the N1V is correct in daim- 




the result of the current methods of eclecticism is 
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ph 


principles of New Testament textual criticism, 

would lead each scholar to the same 




I I .i iT, 
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very similar, conclusion. But, in this case, the only 
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thing upon which the various translators agree is their uncertainly. 

The claim of the NIV that the “earliest and most reliable 
manuscripts do not have John 7:53 - 8:11” would lead the reader 
to conclude that the passage must surely be spurious. He would 
then be mystified as to why, if only “late and unreliable” MSS 
contained the text, the NIV translators choose to include it. 
Noticeable for its absence in this brief explanation of the NIV is 
the information as to exactly which MSS fail to include the passage. 
The reader is left with only his confidence in the translators; his 
decision cannot be based on the MSS themselves, for the translators 
have not chosen to tell him which they are. 

But we need not remain ignorant as to which are the “earliest 

and most reliable” MSS which do not contain John 7:53 - 8:11. 
As Burgon has said, “The only uncial MSS. . .which simply leave 
out the Pericope are the three following: Alcph B T.” M The uncial 
MSS are those ancient MSS which were written in a style of capital 
letters. We will discuss the nature of Aleph (Codex Sinaiticus) and 
B (Codex Vaticanus) later in this work. At this point we are ad¬ 
dressing the conflicting results of eclecticism, and we note that the 

“accepted principles” of the NIV resulted in John 7:53 - 8:11 be¬ 
ing included, but only under serious question. 

The eclecticism of the RSV prompted the exclusion of the 
passage from the text and the statement that “other ancient 

authorities add 7:53—8:11 either here or at the end of this gospel 
or after Luke 21:38, with variations of the text.” Contrary to the 
NIV, the RSV does not tell the reader whether the other authorities 
are earlier or more or less reliable. The student of Scripture is left 
to guess as to the number of MSS which delete the passage and 
the number of those which include it. He does not know if those 
which include it are older or later. He must surely suspect, however, 
that the weight of testimony in favor of the text is quite weak, for 
the translators thought best to relegate it to a footnote. 
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iiuandarv. Tvpical of the result* 


ranonirj 


belonged" lea\e* (he reader in 
of eclecticism isthat Moffatt i* certain only aliout hie uncertainly. 


Bui «Itether or not il was originally included in any of the gospel*. 

"fragment of primitive tradi- 


Moffatl identifies the passage 
lion.'* Moffalt's low opinion of (he section must surely serve lo prej 

tidier the reader against its authenticity. 


as a 


The translators of the Amplified Bible introduce an entirely 
new dilemma. They agree with the M\ that John 7:53-8:11 is 
not contained in the "older manuscripts." But whereas the NIV 
further associated the earliest MSS with ultimate reliahililv. the 


Amplified Bible assert*. . .hut it sounds so like (Ihrist that we 
accept it as authentic, and feel that lo omit it would le most un¬ 
fortunate.** In other word*. even though the oldest (and presumably 
most reliable! MSS fail to include the text, il is accepted liecause 
"it sounds so like Christ." This must surely strike the reader of 
Scripture as an unstable and entirely suhjective basis on which 
to determine the authenticity of Holy Srripture. 

hile Phillips agrees with the NIV and the Amplified Bible 
that the passage "has no place in the oldest manuscripts of John," 

that "almost all scholars would agree that. . .it is part 

of a genuine apostolic tradition." Hi* descriptive phrase, "genuine 

ic tradition" surely ranks the text higher than Moffett's "frag¬ 
ment of primitive tradition." hut il still leaves the reader with the 
uneasy feeling that John 7:53-8:11 may lie genuine tradition, but 
not inspired Scripture. 

contradictory results of eclecticism in the New Testament 
could lie repealed over many times. But this one example alone 

the inconsistent results of the "accepted prin- 
currently in vogue. What, exactly, are those principles, and 
from whence did they originate? 
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l James Moffatt, The Bible , A New Translation (New York and London: Harper 
& Brothers Publishers, 1935), pp* xix, xx. 

a Ibid., pp* xli, xliii* 

3 The Authorized Version of 1611 has become commonly known 
James Version only since the publication of subsequent translations. 

*The text represented by the Textus Receplus (Received Text) is basically that 
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s Few current scholars would give von Soden’s text such a vote of confidence 
as to render a translation from it. See, for example, J. Harold Greenlee's book, 
Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, Ml: William 
B, Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1964), pp. 83-86, where von Soden’s work is said 
to be “the greatest disappointment in modem textual criticism, , .not always reliable 
or complete. . .bewilderingly complicated," 

*The Holy Bible, New International Version (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan 
Corp., 1978), pp. viii, ix. 


the King 




7 Ibid. 


9 American College Dictionary , s*v* “eclectic." 

’Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (New York and London: 
Oxford University Press, 1964), p* 175* 

Quoted in Wilbur N. Pickering, The Identity of the New Testament Text , 
rev, ed. (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1980), pp. 23-24, 26. 
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Everett W. Fowler, Evaluating Versions of the New Testament (Watertown, 
WI: Maranatha Baptist Press, 1981), p. 9, 

^Proponents of eclecticism will protest that the Received Text was a result 
of eclecticism, but the situation is entirely different. The Received Text reflects 
the text found in the vast majority of extant MSS, while the newer texts are based 
upon a mere handful of MSS, ordinarily from two to five in numl>er. Indeed, 
in the final analysis, Westcott and Hori often relied on the one MS alone. 
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largely accepted this text, even before its publication, as a basis 
for its translation of the .New Testament,”* 


were of course those who had cone before 
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effort to construct a Greek text different from that upon which the 
KJV was based. Fowler explains: 


Westcolt and Hort in their theory of the text built 

the work of several earlier men, such as Grieshach. 

Lachmann, and Tischendorf, who, from around 1775. 

published Greek texts differing in many places from the 
Received Text. 4 


on 


Before we consider the praxis of the W-H view of textual 
criticism, let us first address the issue of their theological stance, 
for “no one can translate the Holy Scriptures without the theological 
views of the translator having some influence and effect on the 
translation made. The same thing is true of one who prepares a 
Greek text.” 5 We have already seen the truth of this statement in 
the brief comparison of the treatment accorded John 7:53-8:11 by 
various translators. 

Hort’s view of Biblical inspiration is clearly seen by his own 
statements. In an October 21, 1858 letter to Rev. Rowland Williams, 

Hort said, “Evangelicals seem to me perverted rather than untrue. 
There are, I fear, still more serious differences between us on the 
subject of authority, and especially the authority of the Bible. 

On April 3, 1860, Hort wrote to Rev. John Ellerton: “Bui the 
book which has most engaged me is Darwin. Whatever may be 
thought of it, it is a book that one is proud to be contemporary 
with. . .My feeling is strong that the theory is unanswerable. If so, 
it opens up a new period. 

Hort’s fascination with Darwin’s theory of evolution was ac¬ 
companied by an attraction to Mariolatry. On October 17, 1865, 
he wrote Westcott: “I have been persuaded for many years that 

Mary-worship and ‘Jesus’-worship have very much in common in 

their causes and their results.” 8 
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Mis unorthodox view of the doctrine of original sin is seen in 
Mori's letter to Mr. John Ellerton: ~1 am inrlined to think that no 
ucb state as 'Eden' (1 mran the popular notion) ever existed, and 
that Adam's fall in 

descendants, a* Coleridge justly argues. 

riling to the same man on July 6, 1848. Hort again evidenc¬ 
ed hi* preference for the Roman Calholir doctrines: “The pure 
Romish view seems to me nearer, and more likely to lead to. the 
truth than the Evangelical.... 
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1 had no idea till the last few weeks of the importance 

of texts, having read so little Greek Testament, and dragged 
on with the villainous Textus Receptus.. . .Think of that 

vile Textus Receptus leaning entirely on late MSS.; it is 
a blessing there are such early ones. 
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It was scarcely more than a year later that Westcott and Hort 
agreed upon a plan to produce a revised Greek text. Thus, as Picker- 
ing notes, there seems from the first to have been a prejudice against 
the text reflected in the vast majority of MSS: 


. . .Though uninformed, by his own admission, Hort 
conceived a personal animosity for the Textus Receptus, 
and only because it was based entirely, as he thought, on 
late manuscripts. It appears Hort did not arrive at his theory 
through unprejudiced intercourse with the facts. Rather, 
he deliberately set out to construct a theory that would 
vindicate his preconceived animosity for the Received 
Text. 
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As the other half of the team which produced the “reconstructed 

Westcott was in full sympathy 

with Hort’s views. His attachment to the practices of Roman 
Catholicism is seen in a letter he wrote to his fiancee from France 
in 1847: “After leaving the monastery, we shaped our course to 
a little oratory which we discovered on the summit of a neighbor¬ 
ing hill. . .Fortunately we found the door open. It is very small, 
with one kneeling-place; and behind a screen was a ‘Pieta’ the size 
of life 1 '. . .Had I been alone I could have knelt there for hours. 

Westcott’s rationalism is demonstrated in a letter to the Arch¬ 
bishop of Canterbury on March 4, 1890: “No one now, 1 suppose, 
holds that the first three chapters of Genesis, for example, give a 
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theory and history of the earliest NT text is a strong in¬ 
dication that the 20th century has been an interlude in 

NT textual criticism. 


22 


Since there are various Greek texts currently on the market, 
one might be led to believe that significant progress has been made 
in this area, and that each of the texts makes some giant stride 
toward regaining the reading of the orginal autographs. But, as 
Pickering says, “the two mo6t popular manual editions of the Greek 
text today, Nestle-Aland and UBS (United Bible Society), really 
vary little from the W-H text. The recent versions—RSV, NEB, etc.— 
also vary little from the W-H text. 

Hort may have had an abhorrence for the Textus Receptus of 
his day, but, according to K. W. Clark, he despised the one to hold 
to the other: 


”23 


. . .The Westcott-Hort text has become today our tex¬ 
tus receptus. We have been freed from the one only to 
become captivated by the other.. .The psychological chains 
so recently broken from our fathers have again been forg¬ 
ed upon us, even more strongly. . . . 

Psychologically it is uow difficult to approach the tex¬ 
tual problem with free and independent mind. 


24 


The lack of textual progress and the slavish manner in which 
the current texts follow the principles of W-H text is easily seen 
in the simple mathematical comparison prepared by Fowler. While 
the W-H text, the Nestle text, and the Bible Societies text differ 

in varying amounts from the Received Text (2,288; 2,212; and 2,077 
differences respectively in only those variations which have a signifi¬ 
cant effect on the translation into English), “1,995 of these dif¬ 
ferences. . .are common to the three Greek texts by comparison with 
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English literature learu its techniques to establish an ac¬ 
curate text of Chaucer’s poems; students of Cicero, Caesar, 
Homer, and Vergil are forced to use either the methods 
or the results of textual criticism. . .No matter what book 
may be the object of this study, the methods and techni¬ 
ques employed are the same . . .Textual criticism of the 
Bible is not a thing apart. In a university seminar which 
attempts to establish tbe original wording of Chaucer’s 
poems, F. J. A. Horl’s exposition of the methods employed 
in textual criticism of the New Testament is required 
reading. 


27 


But there is serious question as to whether the Holy Scriptures 
and profane literature can be placed on an equal basis at any point, 

including methods used to determine the original text. Edward Hills 
says, 


If, now, the Christian Church has been correct down 
through the ages in her fundamental attitude toward the 
Old and New Testaments, if the doctrines of divine in¬ 
spiration and providential preservation of these Scriptures 
are true doctrines, then the textual criticism of tbe New 


Testament is different from that of the uninspired writings 

of antiquity. The Textual criticism of any book must take 

into account the conditions under which the original 

manuscripts were written and also those under which the 

copies of these manuscripts were made and preserved. But 

if the doctrines of the divine inspiration and providential 

then THE 


preservation of the Scriptures are true 

ORIGINAL NEW TESTAMENT MANUSCRIPTS WERE 


WRITTEN UNDER SPECIAL CONDITIONS, UNDER 
THE INSPIRATION OF GOD, AND THE COPIES 
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biblical quotations, but they interpret 
differently. Thr consistently Christian method interprets 
the materials of New Testament textual criticism in ac¬ 


cordance with the doctrines of the divine inspiration and 
providential preservation of the Scriptures. The naturalistic 

same materials in accordance with 
its own doctrine that the New Testament is nothing more 
than a human book. 1 * 
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of which scholar applied it. But the opposite is true. The “‘rules" 

are quite brief and tend to produee conflicting results. Restated, 
the principles are as follows: 

1. The hardest reading is to be preferred. 

2. The reading from which it is most likely that other readings 

could have developed is to he preferred. 

3. The shorter reading is to be preferred. 

These are the basic principles of the W-H theory of textual 
criticism and also of most textual critics today. If they are faulty, 
the entire system crumbles. And we must remember that Hort. 
primarily responsible for the development of this theory, came to 
the study of textual criticism with a preconceived commitment to 
the inferiority of the Majority Text, and the superiority of the Minori¬ 
ty Text (represented by the few early uncials). 

Pickering explains the dilemma Hort must have found himself 


in: 


As the years went by, Hort must have seen that to 

achieve his end he had to have a convincing history of 

the text—he had to be able to explain why essentially on- 

one type of text was to be found in the mass of later 
manuscripts and show bow tbis explanation justified the 
rejection of this type of text. 


iy 




The theoretical history Hort proposed is described by Greenlee: 


Variants came into the N.T. at a very early stage, at 
which time scribes felt free to change the text, especially 
the Gospels, in accordance with other traditions which were 
in circulation or to agree with a parallel account, or to 
substitute synonyms, paraphrase a sentence, and to make 
other variations. Thus by the end of the second century 


26 





I 


r 


|T 


T 


f 


I 


I l 


I 


I T ! 


I 


I 


Mil 


I 


I 


I 


I 


M 


I 


I 


I 




i 


I 


r 


I 


M 


i 


I 


I 


,:i: i: ii v:* 


i 


f 


i 


ions of ihr N.T. 
. .Thus ihr “Air* 




ihr litrearv 


i :i 


altrrrd bv Mvliatir 

v -r 

Irxt is characterized. 

Aftrr Qiristianilv atlainrd offirial slalus in ihr fourth 




ndn 


1 


r Ll 


. officially nr unofficial- 
in ihr triL aiming at com- 


hr 




rr 


* at 


I T't 


r -1 ! 


! J J J _X 


11 


ly. to dral with ihr divergenci 
bining iradinp whrrr approprialr. removing obscurities. 


I to produrr a smooth 

ihr “Syrian** text, 
as smooth and srnsiblr. yrt larking in the vigor 

of ihr original. 


harmonizing para I Iris. 

Irxt free from diffirultirs. Thus 


ll 


I 


■ 

- ■ W - 1 - I 




1 




or ration a I ni 




r i 


1 




^ Ll J I III 


t- 


, M V 


I 


i i 


I n. . 


I 




In! 


1 


I 


I I 


i 


1 


f 


i 


I 


I 


I 


lari 


i 


i 


I 


i 


i 


I 




i 


f'Tj 


I l 


i i ■ I 


1 I I 


i I 




I 


I 


I 






l7J 


*7 


>14 


III 


ii i r*r 


i 


I i 


thr iSeutral 


i r 


■UlMlNl 


l * 


i 


I 


I 


I 


1 


I 


Irxt 




V 


I 


I 


I 


I 


I 


4 


I 






very little additional 

that its text 


I 


-inflo 


■ 


i >[■ 


i 


i 




d 


fj 


I I 


I . 


I 


The Search for the Word of God 


attention, and in frequent instances the text of B is decisive 
over all other witnesses. 

The text of W-H is therefore an essentially “Neutral” 
B[Aleph]” text 


B text. 






or even a 


Since this “history of the text 


is not and cannot be proven 
by established facts, scholarship would call for diligent examina- 
tion of each of its tenets. 


First, let us consider the claim that “variants came into the New 
Testament at a very early stage, at which time scribes felt free to 
change the text.” It is not clear from history that scribes ever “felt 
free” to change the text. But Metzger theorizes, “Because the number 
of Christians increased rapidly during the first centuries, many ad* 
ditional copies of the Scriptures were sought. . .speed of produc¬ 
tion sometimes outran accuracy of executions.” 33 So while Metzger 
agrees that variants were introduced early, he offers a different 
explanation. Rather than the cause of variants being scribes who 
felt free to change the text, it is the speed with which the copies 
were made that supposedly resulted in errors. To add even further 
assumptions to the theory of the history of the early text, Gordon 

D. Fee postulates: 


More copies mean more errors, unless there were to be 
a systematic attempt to correct subsequent copies against 
earlier ones. But this is precisely not what one would ex¬ 
pect in the earliest period, when (a) copies would not have 
been made by trained scribes in scriptoria, (b) such copies 
were being made for pragmatic reasons, not necessarily 
with a sense of copying Scripture, and (c) the earliest copies 
were probably very early carried away from their place 

of origin (or first destination). 
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scribes to speedily and carelessly copying them. It is equally 
questionable as to whether these early scribes freely added, deleted 
or harmonized. As Pickering says. 


as 


It has been widely affirmed that the early Christians 
were cither unconcerned or unable to watch over the puri¬ 
ty of the text. . .Again a review of the premises is called 
for. Many of the first believers had been devout Jews who 
had an ingrained reverence and care for the Old Testa¬ 
ment Scriptures which extended to the very jots and tit¬ 
tles. This reverence and care would naturally be extended 
to the New Testament Scriptures. 

Why should modem critics assume that the early Chris¬ 
tians, in particular the spiritual leaders among them, were 
inferior in integrity or intelligence? . . .Are we to assume 
that everyone who made copies of New Testament hooks 
in those early years was a knave or a fool? 37 


A6 Pickering points out, a large percentage of the early Chris¬ 
tians were Jews. They brought with them into Christianity a tradi¬ 
tion of centuries of exact copying of the Old Testament Scriptures. 
It is only logical lo think that this tradition would have affected 
their treatment of the New Testament Scriptures. But before we 
consider their attitude toward the New Testament, let’s examine 
the manner in which God used the Jews to preserve the Old 

Testament. 


The Preservation of the Old Testament 

“What advantage then hath the Jew? or what profit 
is there of circumeision? Much every way: chiefly, because 
that unto them were committed the oracles of God” 

(Romans 3:1, 2). 
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generations, God committed the Scriptures (oracles) to the nation 
of Israel for safekeeping. Moses, the first man chosen of God to write 
His Holy Word, began the preservation process by commanding that 

the written Word of God he placed in the safest and most Holy 
place in all of Israel: the Ark of the Covenant. 


“And it came to pass, when Moses had made an end 
of writing the words of this law in a book, until they were 
finished. That Moses commanded the Leviles, which bare 
the ark of the covenant of the Lord, saying, Take this hook 
of the law, and put it in the side of the ark of the cove¬ 
nant of the Lord your God, that it may be there for a 
witness against thee” (Deuteronomy 31:24-26). 


The second step of God’s providential preservation is twofold: 
It provides for all of the Israelites, adults and children, as well 
as the strangers in their midst, to hear all of God’s written Word 
read in full every seven years (Deuteronomy 31:9-11). This was pro¬ 
tection in itself; from childhood to adulthood, an Israelite would 
have heard the Word read perhaps ten or twelve times. Had any 
corruption occurred between readings, some among the hundreds 
of thousands would surelv have noticed it and called the Levites 
into question. 

In anticipation of the Israelites’ demand for a king, God com¬ 
manded that a copy of the entirety of the existing Word of God 

be made for him (Deuteronomy 17:18, 19). 

During the years following the reigns of David and Solomon, 
Israel plunged from mountain peaks of spirituality to valleys of 
iniquity. During this time, some kings were less diligent than others 
in adhering to the Word of God. The days before King Asa are 
described in II Chronicles 15:3: 
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Shaphan 

the king had heard the words of the I took of the law. that 




he rent his clothes. And the king commanded.. .Go ye, 
enquire of the Lord for me.. .concerning the words of this 

that is found: for great is the wrath of the Lord that 
is kind lei) agaiiua us. her a use our fathers have nut hearken¬ 
ed unto the words of (his book, to do according unto all 


that which is written concerning us. 


It is thus seen that even though the Word had been neglected 

for man* years, it was still providentially preserved in the temple, 

•till had the power to prick the heart and to produce revival. 

Finally, because of the sinfulness of the people. Jerusalem was 

by Nehurhadneuar, the king of Babylon, in 586 B.C. But 


uiv 


y men like Daniel and Eiekiel carried with them into Baby* 
ian captivity their precious copies of God's Word. Following 
captivity, the proper reverence and attention was given to the 

Jews who returned to Jerusalem. 
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had given: and the king granted him all his request, ac¬ 
cording to the hand of the Lord his God upon him. . .For 
Ezra had prepared his heart to seek the law of the Lord, 
and to do it, and to leach in Israel statutes and judgments” 

(Ezra 7:6, 10). 


Hills describes the manner in w'hieh God’s Word was preserved 
from the time of Ezra until Christ: 


By Ezra and his successors, under the guidance of 
the Holy Spirit, all the Old Testament hooks were gathered 
together into one Old Testament canon, and their texts were 
purged of errors and preserved until the days of our Lord’s 
earthly ministry. By that time the Old Testament text was 

so firmly established that even the Jews’ rejection of Christ 

could not disturb it. Unbelieving Jewish scribes transmit¬ 
ted this traditional Hebrew Old Testament text, blindly 

but faithfully, until the dawn of the Protestant Reforma¬ 
tion. . .In the providence of God they took care of the 
Hebrew Old Testament Scriptures until at length the time 
was ripe for Christians to make general use of them. 




Jesus gave His divine stamp of approval to all of the Old Testa¬ 
ment (See John 10:35; Matthew 7:12; Luke 16:31; 24:44). Accord¬ 
ing to what He said in Matthew 5:18 and Luke 16:17, the text 

in common use at that time, which was identical to our Old Testa¬ 
ment today, was a completely accurate reproduction of the original. 

The Jewish scribes, fulfilling their God-given mandate to 
preserve the Old Testament Scriptures, developed a detailed plan 
to insure the accuracy of each copy. 
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The Search for the Word of God 


With this background, we can see the care and watchfulness 
the New Testament Jewish Christians would have brought into the 
church. But did they recognize the writings of the apostles and 
disciples as Scripture, or did they, as mauy modern critics suggest, 
“feel free to change the text” hecause they had no “seuse of 
ing Script lire”? 

The Early Attitude Toward New Testament Writings 


copy- 


Colwell joins his voice with those who suggest that the early 
Christians failed to recognize the inspiration of the New Testament 
writings. 


Most of the Bible was not written as Bible, nor did 
its first readers read it as Bible. When Paul wrote to his 
churches, he was so far from expecting that his letters would 
be accepted as equal in authority to the Jewish Scriptures 
that he sometimes despaired of having his wishes carried 
out. 




Does Colwell s view square with Scripture itself? Would the 
fervent New Testament Christians have treated lightly writings 
which contained such solemn phrases as these? 


“The things that I write unto you are the command¬ 
ments of the Lord” (I Corinthians 14:37). 

“And if any man obey not our word by this epistle, 
note that man, and have no company with him, that he 

may be ashamed” (II Thessalonians 3:14). 

“That ye may be mindful of the words which were 

spoken before by the holy prophets, and of the command¬ 
ment of us the apostles of the Lord and Saviour” (II Peter 

3:2). 
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in any way, the words he had written; it was a matter of salvation. 

The Apostle Peter joined Paul in identifying the latter's writings 
as Scripture: 


“Even as our beloved brother Paul also according to 
the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you; As also 
in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; in which 
are some things hard to be understood, which they that 
are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other 
scriptures, unto their own destruction” (II Peter 3:15, 16). 


Peter placed the letters of Paul on the same level with the “other 
scriptures.” Peter also claimed equal authority with the holy proph¬ 
ets for himself and all the apostles (II Peter 3:2). 

Paul accredited the gospels as Scripture by placing Deuteronomy 
25:4 and Luke 10:7 side by side as equals: 


“For the scripture saith. Thou shall not muzzle the ox 
that treadeth out the corn. And, The labourer is worthy 

of his reward” (I Timothy 5:18). 


But in our quest for the attitude of the early Christians toward 
New Testament Scripture, we must not forget the advance testimony 
of Je6us Christ. 


“I have yet many things to say unto you, but ye can¬ 
not bear them now. Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, 

ide you into all truth: for he shall not 
speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall 
he speak: and he will shew you things to come” (John 16:12, 

13). 
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3. Thr Spirit of Truth is not independent of God. hut speaks 

thr vuicr of llod. 
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The Search for the Word of God 


There is no question that the internal witness of the New Testa¬ 
ment testifies that the early Christians would have had the highest 
regard for the writings of the apostles and disciples. If they gave 
any heed to the advance statements made by Jesus, and to the claim 
by the writers themselves, they must have accorded the 
equal status with the old. They would have revered them in con¬ 
currence with the view of the New Testament itself toward Scripture: 


writings 


new 


“All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for in¬ 
struction in righteousness” (II Timothy 3:16). 


“Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture 

is of any private interpretation. For the prophecy caine 

not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God 

spake as they were moved hy the Holy Ghost” (II Peter 

1 : 20 , 21 ). 


“For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and 
sharper than any twoedged sword, piercing even to the 
dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and 
marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and intents of 
the heart. Neither is there any creature that is not manifest 
in his sight: but all things are naked and opened unto the 
eyes of him with whom we have to do” (Hebrews 4:12, 13). 


But how did these New Testament Christians go about preserv¬ 
ing the text of these new writings? First, we must rememher the 
extreme care the Jewish scribes took to preserve the Old Testament 

perfectly, diligence which extended to every jot and tittle. Then, 
we must recognize that nearly all the early Christians were Jewish. 
These converts to Christianity brought with them the highest regard 
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far thr Srripiurr*. and a thorough knowledge, gained through the 

in. of thr 


method* of transmitting them through copies. 
Their conversion would not have weakened their resolve to preserve 

perfect I v even Word of God: it would havr strengthened it. When 

tbrv. hv the indwelling Spirit of (iod, grasped the signifiranee of 

Scriptures, they would have redoubled every effort to provide 
accurate copies for use in puhlir worship and private devotion. 

Indeed, many of the rariy Jewish converts were former priests (Arts 

6:7V They would certainly not have been any less diligent in their 
concern for the preservation of the New Testament than they were 
for the Old Testament. 
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All 


The unconverted Jewish priesthood was obviously not concerned 

ith the preservation of the writings of the apostles and disciples. 
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But God had made provisions that the contrnts of the New Testa* 

nt would he 


red for all generations. Hills explains: 
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. . .The Old Testament (ihuirh was under the care of 
the divinely appointed Aaronic prirsthood. and for this 

the Holy Spirit preserved the Old Testament through 
this priesthood ami the scholars that grouped themselves 

around it. . .In the New Testament Church, on the other 




hand, this special priesthood has been abolished through 

ificr of Uirist. Every brlirver is a priest Is*fore (hmI, 

the Holy Spirit has preserved the New 
Testament text not through any special priesthood but 
through the uiitwriaf priesthood of believers, that is, 

of God's people, the rank and file of 
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The Search for the Word of God 


“Be not soon shaken in mind, or be troubled, neither 
by spirit, nor by word, nor by letter as from us, as that 
the day of Christ is at hand'* (II Thessalonians 2:2). 


One major test as to what was Scripture is seen in the same 
chapter: “Remember ye not, that, when I was yet with you, I told 
you these tilings?” (II Thessalonians 2:5). The lest was simply this: 
All Scripture had to conform to previous apostolic pronouncements. 
There could be no disparity between letters purporting to be authen¬ 
tic and previous letters, or even between new letters and vocal lessons 
taught by the apostles. Paul spoke more at length on this subject 
when he wrote to the Galatians: 


“There be some that trouble you, anti would pervert 
the gospel of Christ. But though we, or an angel from 
heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which 
we have preached unto you, let him be accursed. As we 
said before, so say 1 now again. If any man preach any 
other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him 

be accursed” (Galatians 1:7-9). 


The theory that the early Christians would have been to any 
degree careless in the task of the transmission of the New Testa¬ 
ment Scriptures docs not square with the only tangible facts of the 
case: the Scriptures themselves. There is no evidence either that 
they failed to recognize the early writings as Scripture. 

The early church fathers, following the death of the last apos¬ 
tle, continued to perpetuate the same regard for the perfect preser¬ 
vation of the Scriptures. Poly carp said, “Whoever perverts the say¬ 
ings of the Lord. . .that one is the firstborn of Satan, 
one hundred years of the death of the apostles, a heretic named 
Marcion corrupted the Word of God by making copies in which 
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three steps in the providential preservation of the New 


.. first, many trustworthy copies of the original New 
Testament manuscripts were produced by faithful scribes. 
Second, these trustworthy copies were read and recopied 

by true lielievers down through the centuries. Third , un* 
trust worth* copies were not so generally read or so fre¬ 
quently recopied. 




strange thing indeed to think that the Almighty 

(iod would miraculously impart His infallible Wort! and then abaft* 
don that Vonl without continually intervening to preserve its ac¬ 
curacy . This reasoning would indicate that it was important only 
that those to whom 4 hm 1 originally spoke have the inerrant Scrip¬ 
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to make do with 


It would 


ptrd copies. If God did 


intend to preserve 
ord perfectly to all generations, what would havr been the 


at: < iJ 




for an inerrant original? 


hat is the 


of the inspiration of the Bible, if no 


i 


form of the Bible that we now have is inspired? Why should 

God have 


miracle in order to 






L.i 


4 


1 

L _ 


ritere of 


Biblical books from error and make the 


V, 




* 




The Search for the Word of God 


autographs of their hooks completely true, if He intended 
then to leave the books thus produced to the mere chance 
of transmission from generation to generation hy very 
human and often careless copyists? 48 


The doctrine of inspiration requires the doctrine of preserva¬ 
tion. The words of tbe Bible are no ordinary words; they are alive. 
They cannot be separated from the One Who spoke them. To sug¬ 
gest that they could fall into disuse and be lost is to suggest that 
God Himself, Who spoke the words, is somehow unable or unwill¬ 
ing to preserve them. But as surely as there is a God, He watched 

over His Word and protected it from all attempts at corruption 
and preserved it so that sincere, seeking men in all generations eould 
read it, hear it, and thereby be bom again. 


Text Types 


Greenlee, retracing Hort’s assumption that variants cynic into 
the New Testament text at an early stage, then begins to develop 
the W-H theory of “’text-types.” 


Thus by the end of the second century the “Western 
text had arisen, characterized by extensive variation from 
the original text. Although this text is very early in origin, 
the principles of intrinsic probability weigh against it in 
general. It is generally longer than the preferred text. In 
a number of notable instances, however, it has a shorter 
reading, in which the Western text alone may have pre¬ 
served the original. . . . 


Did such a text ever exist? According to the theoretical approach 
of W-H, it is an established fact that there was indeed ail 


44 



f 


Y 


r 




H ■ 


I 


.1 


IV 


t 


4 


v T: 


i 


I 


l 


l 


l 


I 


l 


I 


l 


i 111 


t 


in 


i 


i 


l 


:ii :i 


I 


I 


I 


N I 


1 1 ■ :i 


i 


i 


i 


L J 


L . 


i r 


i 


i 


i 


i 


i 


i 


i 


n i 


I , I 


I 


I 


II 


I 


l 


i 




i 


'lull 


i < 


I m* 


> 


H I 


L 




i ill 


1 


I 


■ I 


1 




I 


i 


11.VI 


I 


i 


I 


I m I 


I 


J I I 


I 


I 


1 




i 1 " i. 


"i l 


i 


i 


■ 


t 


fc mn lv 


i r: 


111H 


i 


i 


i 


i 


i 


I 


11 r* 


i 


further. He 


I 


1 


I I 


t 


I 


L 






i r 


i 


i 


i 


i n :* 


i 


i 


11 


families 


I 






I 


111 


I 


I 


I 


I 


I 


I 


I 


I 


I ■ I 


* 


I 


i r 


r 


H M f Tl 


I > J 


11 r n 




i:m m 


iti 


i 


i 


i 


i 


i 


i 


I Ml 


Ml 


I 


i :* 


i 


i 


i 


11 


i 


p i 


\ mi 


I 


1 


k 


The Search for the Word of God 


. . .The so-called 1,1 ‘Western text” is so amorphous and 
so spasmodically and irregularly diffused through the 
witnesses claimed for it that its right to he called a “text- 
form” at all is far from established. I agree with Aland 
that, if we are going to talk about text-types, we can speak 
only of the majority form and the Egyptian. . .What we 
are prohably looking at in the alleged Western readings 

is a complex phenomenon of mixture in which the ver¬ 
sions played a major role and which had little impact at 
any time on the Greek manuscript tradition as a whole. 




Aland, Hodges says, speaks of only two text-types, the Majori¬ 
ty Text and the Egyptian (Alexandrian). But Jakob van Bruggen 
points out that even the “Egyptian text” is open to question: 


. . .From the 2nd and 3rd centuries we only have papyri 

at our disposal. Due to climatic conditions these can prac¬ 
tically only come to us from Egypt. For this period we, 

therefore, only possess representatives of Egyptian editions 

of the New Testament. Here we should bear in mind that 

was not the most flourishing part of the Church at 
that time. . .that the finds are incidental and restricted to 
certain areas, prevents us from generalizing about the New 
Testament text in the first centuries. . .It is not even possi¬ 
ble to generalize about the Egyptian text of those days on 
the basis of this material. 54 


Egypt 


Concerning specifically the so-called “Western” {&) text, Ken¬ 
yon says: 


What we have called the d-text.. .is not so much a text 
as a congeries of various readings, not descending from 
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K. (, Oil well join* the Nestle text |25th edition! in denying 

the exigence of the U’extern text a» an identifiable group.* 4 klijn 
declarer. “such a text did not exist. 

So both the Hot and second step* of W-H*s theoretical history 
of the transmission of the text ate open to icnouo question. Their 

logical history of the MSS have never 

. and imlred can never lie. proven. A* Colwell says. their *up- 
poeii reconstruction of the transmission of the text m<U upon 
“hypothetical manuscripts. not actual codices. ***• Pickering wonders 
how Hort could «peak no dogmatical] v a 1 m ml the rrsult* of the 

genealogical method when “he had not demonstrated the existence 
of our such relations, much less with 'perfect certainty'?’*** 

But let us rrlum to Greenlee's summarv of W-H*s theoretical 




assumptions as to the 
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different influence was lieing I nought 




to war upon the text. Alexandria was the home of criticism 
of the (i 


classics. Here the New Testament MSS. were 




looked upon with literary' eyes; the unsophisticated style 

and the literary and grammatical imperfec¬ 
tions of the New Trslamrnt authors were altered by stylistic 
rhanges.. .Thus the “Alexandrian** text is characteriied. 
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and grammatical imperfections of the New Testament authors. 
How writings inspired by the Holy Spirit of God could have such 
imperfections is not explained. In considering Hort’s “Alexandrian” 
text, we must remember that subsequent scholarship has revised 
the estimate of the identity of the various texts so that when we 
speak of today 

“Neutral” text. 60 Let us, then, also examine again Greenlee’s descrip¬ 
tion of the latter: 


Alexandrian 


text we are including Hort’s 


One numerically small group of witnesses seems to have 
escaped the corruptions of all three other text-types and 
to have preserved the text virtually in its original form. 
This is the “Neutral” text. It is represented especially in 
the agreement of B and [Aleph], together with a few other 
witnesses. Sometimes the secondary witnesses desert the 
Neutral text to follow an Alexandrian variant, leaving the 
original text in B and Aleph with very little additional 
support. The text of B, moreover, is so superior that its 
text must always be given close attention, and in frequent 
instances the text of B is decisive over all other witnesses. 


The text of W-H is therefore an essentially “Neutral 

B” text. 


B[Aleph] text, 


or even a 


or 


Colwell conducted a careful experiment in an effort to 
reconstruct the Beta (Horl’s Neutral and Alexandrian) text-type. 

He concluded: 


. . .Any attempt to reconstruct an archetype of the Beta 
Text-type on a quantitative basis is doomed to failure. The 

text thus reconstructed is not reconstructed but contructed; 

it is an artificial entity that never existed. 


61 


Metzger admits, “. . .most scholars have abandoned Hort s 
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There is absolutely no evidence that the so-called 
Neutral Text is the closest to the apostolic text, merely the 

assertion that this is so. Hurt's veneration for the name 
of thrigrn does not carry weight with all scholars,.. .One 
must not talk any longer about the “Neutral" Text unless 

has studied Hoskier's Codex B and lt» Allies and 


answered his arguments. He summarises one of these 

in this wav: 


arguments 

“Reiteration of Hurt's dicta by his followers is nut proof. 


Let someone take the dosen 'Alexandrian' readings of B 

which I have adduced—the existence of which in B was 


denied by Hurt—and prove that they are in no wise Alex¬ 
andrian. Then we can discuss the matter further." 


The 


volume of this significant work by Huskier 


i» concerned mainly with Sinailirus and its divergences 

from Yaticanua. One's faith in the “Neutral" Text ought 

to be shaken 


strained if one would pore over the many 


.t, * 


pages which list in detail more than three thousand real 

differences bet 


the texts of B and Aleph in the four 
Gospels alooe!.. .Wolcott and Hort's “question-begging 
nomenclature" has 


shown to be worthless. They 
'extern is not a correct design a - 

ipt support for their 

. Their Neutral is conceded by most 


it that 






i 


v« 


p I 


I I 


They 


definite 




■ II 


1 H 


so-called J 




•"Til 


[■1 i 1 


today to 


M 


r. 


ill later deal 

followed by V-H in their 


ifically with the nature of the two main 


Li 




it 


LIES 


the oriei 




P 








I p 






The Search for the Word of God 


text, B (Codex Vaticanus) and Aleph (Codex Sinaiticus). But for 
now, what of the final point in Greenlee’s summary of the W-H 
theory: that an official ecclesiastical recension resulted in a “Syrian” 
text (or Byzantine)? Greenlee says. 


After Christianity attained official status in the fourth 

§f 

century, attempts began to be made, officially or unofficial¬ 
ly, to deal with the divergencies in the text, aiming at com¬ 
bining readings where appropriate, removing obscurities, 
harmonizing parallels, and in general to produce a smooth 
text free from difficulties. Thus arose the “Syrian 
which was smooth and sensible, yet lacking in the vigor 
and occasional ruggedness of the original. 


text 


One would hope that Greenlee is not suggesting that the 
“original” was obscure, lacked harmony, was characterized by rough 

difficulties and ruggedness, though that seems to be what he is say¬ 
ing. But what is the historical evidence that such a recension ever 
occurred? 

While Greenlee appears to have softened Hort’s view somewhat, 
the W-H theory required an official revision of the text roughly 
during the fourth century in Antioch. 


. . .Westcott and Hort. . .believed that from the very 
beginning the Traditional (Byzantine) Text was an official 

text with official backing and that this was the reason why 
it overcame all rival texts and ultimately reigned supreme 
in the usage of the Greek Chuch. They regarded the Tradi¬ 
tional Text as the product of a thorough-going revision 
of the New Testament text which took place at Antioch 
in two stages between 250 A.D. and 350 A.D. They believed 

that this text was the deliberate creation of certain scholarly 
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The Search for the Word of God 


It becomes increasingly clear that the entire theory of W-H rests 
on exceedingly unstable ground. It is by no means agreed that the 
attempt to recover the original wording of the New Testament can 

be undertaken on the same basis as that of secular literature. Picker¬ 
ing puts it this way: 


Should the New Testament be treated just like any other 
book? Will the procedures used on the works of Homer 
or Aristotle suffice? If both God and Satan had an intense 
interest in the fate of the New Testament text, presumably 
not. 




The entire concept of text-types by which MSS can be placed 
in neatly identifiable niches is seriously questioned. If there is in¬ 
deed such a thing as text-types at all, it certainly is not according 

to the descriptive theorizing of W-H. With all of the intense efforts 

of scholars over the past century applied to the now extant MSS 

which number in excess of 5,000, only one parent-child set has 

been identified. 69 One would think that if Hort’s theory were true, 
even as it has been modified by current theory, that such 
genealogical relationships would abound. The paucity of illustrative 
examples should cause all serious students to question the entire 
system of thought. 

The three brief “rules” developed by W-H and seen in the eclec¬ 
ticism of today (i.e. the readings are to be preferred which are 
hardest, shortest, and most likely to have produced the other 
readings) rest on a theoretical recreation of scribal habits during 
the time the text was transmitted by hand. It is assumed that scribes 
tended to revise the text under their hand to “conflate” (Hort’s term), 
or combine shorter readings to produce one that was fuller, to smooth 
out difficult passages, and to add to the text to create a more com¬ 
plete reading. These assumptions have been accepted as true by 
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be an obvious, and unintentional, scribal error. 

The shifting sand of naturalistic and theoretical recreations of 
the transmission of the text is seen in Colwell’s about-face. First, 

the position he took in 1937: 


. . .The various hooks which make up our Bible today 
were not accepted as Bible the moment they were written. 
The safeguards which sanctity throws around the content 
of a Bible were not applied to our books until they were 
at least a hundred years old. . .to a large extent in the Mew 
Testament, the cult itself lacked the organization, the 

trained individuals, and the interest necessary to preserve 
the exact wording of the documents. . .in part it was due 
to the lack of educated and trained scribes in the service 

of the cult. The Hebrews were not a literary people; the 
early Christians came from the lower classes. 
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Now Colwell in 1952: 


Most of the manuals and handbooks now in print (in¬ 
cluding mine!) will tell you that these variations were the 
fruit of careless treatment which was possible because the 
books of the New Testament had not yet attained a strong 
position as “Bible.” The reverse is the case. It was localise 
they were the religious treasure of the church that they 
were changed. 
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A much safer, and exceedingly more Biblical, position to lake 

is that the Almighty God not only inspired His Word, but that He 
watched over it in a supernatural fashion to preserve it intact for 
all generations. Certainly there are corrupted texts; without ques¬ 
tion some scribes purposefully altered readings. But in the 
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New Testament abounded with examples. But where are they? 
Neither Harrison, Kenyon, nor Lake produces any, though Kenyon 
refers to a work by E. A. Hutton. After examination, that work, 
at the most, suggests only four additional examples. 

Another quite simple, and much more reasonable, explanation 
for the origin of shorter and fuller readings is available. Rather 
than supposing that a scribe, with two variant readings before him, 
conflated, or combined, the two (or more), it is much more sensi¬ 
ble to suppose that a scribe copying a MS, whether accidentally 
or intentionally, omitted a few words or a phrase. This can easily 
happen when phrases have similar endings. His mistake would have 
been repeated by a copyist working exclusively from his MS. 

If this is not the true explanation, how do we explain different 
readings? Did a scrihe invent a reading and substitute it for the 
true reading? No, it is much more credible that a scribe could have 
left out a reading, rather than adding one. 
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. . .Where the required phenomena for a conflation are 
present (and this is extremely rare), it must be demonstrated 
that the two shorter readings did not arise through inde¬ 
pendent omissions of different parts of the longer reading 
before it can be asserted that conflation took place. Apart 
from such demonstration it is not fair to assume a confla¬ 
tion and then build a theory upon it. Hort’s total demonstra¬ 
tion relative to Luke 24:53, is “The simple instance needs 

no explanation. 


«7S 


Luke 24:53 is one of Hort’s eight “examples” of conflation: 
“And were continually in the temple, praising and blessing God. 
Amen.” This is the reading of all but six of the extant Greek MSS. 
D, however, does not have “and blessing.” Horl’s explanation is 
essentially that it is so “simple [it] needs no explanation”! Clearly, 
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All evidence points to the fact that the Majority Text, and the 
translations based on it, principally the KJV, have not added to 
the Word of God. Rather, the Minority Text, and the modem transla¬ 
tions based upon it, have taken away. 
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Mrtnl in Chapter One. the fundamental difference l*e- 

tween the KJV and the other English translation* rendered since 
1611 i» that of the underlying text, and »|m'ifically the Creek text 
of the Nr* Testament. Though there are many translation*, there 
are rralh onlv two Biiilo. for there are hasirallv onlv two texts. 


The m<*l important question of all. then, lief ore we ean even eon* 
rider the rrlilite merit* of variou* translation*, is "u'hich text u 

If the text is erroneous, the finest translation 




the If orri of t wtxiY 
in the world will he to no avail. As Burpm said. . .if the umlerly* 
inf Creek Text hr mistaken, what else I Hit inrorreet must the English 
Translation be?** 1 

The first stream of text* that we will eonsider is the Majority 
Text ial*o railed Byzantine. Koine. Traditional, Received. Textus 
Reeeptu*). *o railed because 8IMMW of all extant MSS reflect such 
a text. This i* the text reflected in the KJV. Greenlee admits that 
only about ¥& of the extant MSS differ appreciably from the By 

text . 1 
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The second stream of texts (perhaps we should call it a trickle) 

obviously, made 


can be characterized as the Minority Text. It i 

up of the remainder of the extant MSS outside of the majority camp. 
But that gives even too much numerical value to this text, because, 

in the final analysis, textual criticism relies on a mere handful of 


is 


MSS to formulate the reading of the modern, eclectic texts. Indeed 
it sometimes comes down to one MS. “The text of W-H is. 


. .an 

essentially. . .‘B[Aleph]’ text, or even a ‘B’ text.” 3 What Greenlee 
means by this is that W-H often made their decisions on the basis 
of two MSS alone, and if these two contradicted one another (which 
they often do), on the basis of one MS alone, codex Vaticanus (B)! 
And, as we have seen, the Greek texts developed since W-II follow 
almost totally the same procedure. 

Bruce sums up the basic difference between the AV and the 
modem versions: 


The Authorized Version of 1611 represents, by and 
large, the Byzantine text. The Revised Version of 1881 
and the American Standard Version of 1901, which were 
produced under the influence of Westcott and Hort’s tex¬ 
tual theory and work, represent in the main the Alexan¬ 
drian text. The Revised Standard Version of 1946 reflects 
the views of contemporary textual scholars, who have traced 
the various early lines of textual transmission back to the 
second century, and represents an eclectic text, each variant 
reading of the second-century textual types being considered 
on its merits, without marked preference being given to 

any single one of these types. 4 


Bruce’s statement might lead one to believe that the more re¬ 
cent versions represent yet a third text, but one would be mistaken 
to think so. The differences between the current texts (Nestle-Aland, 
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editions, like the older Nestle, but tbe mean of the opin¬ 
ions of five modem textual-critics. Aland. Black. Martini, 
Metzger, W'ikgren together have established a text by 
majority-vote. . .That they did not unanimously arrive at 
a text, is also not surprising. At present there is no cer¬ 
tainty concerning the history of the textual tradition. 6 


Ratber thaii progressing, then, the science of textual eritieism 
is retrogressing. Whereas the first Nestle was the mean of three other 
texts, the present Nestle is yet another text determined by majority 
vote of five scholars. This describes for us as well the identity of 
the UBSGNT, for its third edition is the same as that of the twenty- 
sixth edition of Nestle. 7 

Indeed, the one thing upon which the modern textual critics 
agree unanimously is that the Word of God is not to be found in 
the vast majority of extant MSS; it must be somewhere among the 
minority. 


One can even sav that the modern textual criticism of 
the New Testament is based on the one fundamental con¬ 
viction that the true text of the New Testament is at least 


not found in the great majority of the manuscripts. The 
text which the Greek church has read for more than 1000 

and which the churehes of the Reformation have 


years 

followed for centuries in their Bible translations, is now 


with certainty regarded as defective and deficient: a text 
to be rejected. . .the text of centuries is replaced by the text 
of vesterdav: the Nestle text.® 


On one side of the issue stands the Majority Text, with its KJV, 
on the other the Minority Text, with its modern versions. The Ma¬ 
jority Text is a full text; the Minority Text is a short text. The Minority 
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which manuscript you follow. The same essential teaching 
is preserved in them all.* 


Greenlee is seen using this argument when he says, “the tradi¬ 
tional text is not a ‘had’ or heretical text; it presents the same Chris¬ 
tian message as the critical text.” 10 Earlier, however, he said of 
the Textus Receptus, “it is far from the original text.” 11 Herein is 
seen the dilemma: How can we say a text is not “had,” if it is “far 
from the original”? Are we to understand that it is not important 
that we have every Word of God? Are concepts important, but not 
words? Is a text “not bad” as long as it contains the general idea 
of what God has said? Many, douhtless, would argue that any text 
that deviates from the original, God-breathed words is bad. 

Even John R. Rice, the well-kuown fundamentalist, accepts this 
view of God’s method of preserving His Word: 


The differences in the translations are so minor, so in¬ 
significant, that we can be sure not a single doctrine, not 
a single statement of fact, not a single command or exhor¬ 
tation, has been missed in our translations. . .if the Word 
of God is not perfectly portrayed in one translation, it is 
portrayed, surely, in the winnowed sum of them all. 




The key words for us to consider, as Hills says, are “in matters 
of doctrine” and “essential teaching.” This attempt by some con¬ 
servatives to explain their acceptance of the W-H theory cannot 
escape the predicament thus created: not every Word of God is 


necessary; only essential teaching is important. Rice claims the dif 
ferences are 


insignificant,” and that if God s word is 
not found in one translation, surely it is found in them all! But 
what man among us is qualified to say what is the essentied por¬ 
tion of God’s Word and what is not? Who can say what difference 
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The NIV goes directly from v. 25 to v. 27. V. 26 is relegated 
to the status of a footnote. 


Mark 15:28 


“And the scripture was fulfilled, which saith. And he was 
numbered with the transgressors.”-KJ V 

The NIV goes directly from v. 27 to v. 29. V. 28 is relegated 

to the status of a footnote, which reads, “and the scripture was 
fulfilled which says, ‘He was counted with the lawless ones. 
Herein is seen another weakness of the modern versions: Fre¬ 
quently the New Testament Scripture does not match the Old 
Testament. This is a fulfillment of Isaiah 53:12, which in the 
NIV reads, “was numbered with the transgressors,” rather than, 
“was counted with the lawless ones.” The KJV of Isaiah 53:12 
reads as does the inspired New Testament: “he was numbered 
with the transgressors.” 


* 


Mark 16:9-20 


The KJV contains all twenty verses 
The NIV contains all twenty verses, but precedes them with 
the statement, “The two most reliable early manuscripts do not 

have Mark 16:9-20.” The two MSS spoken of here are B and 

Aleph. Above this claim is a black line, clearly dividing the 
verses in question from those above. 


ithout question. 




The case of Mark 16:9-20 calls for further discussion, for it 

is so typical of the manner in which modern versions call portions 

of the Scripture into question. 

Neither Westcott nor Horl believed that Mark 16:9-20 was gen¬ 
uine Scripture. Their sole authority was that the passage does not 
appear in B and Aleph. Practically all modern translations since 
the Revised Version follow dutifully in the steps of W-H. 
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The older MS. from whirl) (iod. B was copied must 
have infallibly contained the twelve verses in dispute. The 
copyist was instructed to leave them out.—and he oliryed: 
but he prudently left a blank space in memoriam rei. .Never 
wa* blank more intelligible! Never was silence more elo¬ 
quent! By this simple expedient, strange to relate, the 
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inference which, under ordinary circumstances, must have 
been drawn from that omission. It does more. By leaving 
room for the verses it omits, it brings into prominent notice 
al the end of fifteen centuries and a half, a more ancient 
witness than itself. The venerable Author of the original 
Codex from whieh Codex B was copied, is thereby brought 
to view. And thus, our supposed adversary (Codex B) proves 
our most useful ally: for it procures us the testimony of 
an hitherto unsuspected witness. 


13 


So one of the “most reliable” MSS is found to witness to the 
genuineness of the verses in an unexpected fashion. Is B otherwise 
reliable? Burgon declares: 


It bears traces of careless transcription in every page. 
The mistakes which the original transcriber made are of 
perpetual recurrence. “They are chiefly omissions, of one, 
two, or three words; but sometimes of half a verse, a whole 
verse, or even of several verses. . .1 hesitate not to assert 
that it would be easier to find a folio containing three or 
four such omissions than to light on one which should be 
without any.” In the Gospels alone. Codex B leaves out 
words or whole clauses no less than 1,491 times: of which 
by far the largest proportion is found in S. Mark’s 
Gospel. . .the codex is disfigured throughout with repeti • 
tions. The original scribe 16 often found to have not only 

written the same words twice over, but to have failed 

whenever he did so to take any notice with his pen of w'hat 
he had done. 


14 


What of the other of the two “reliable” MSS? 


Codex Sinaiticus. . .abounds with “errors of the eye and 
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(1796-1806) that these verses began to be called into question. He 

was the first to claim that they 
lone MS. Codex B, stood as a witness for omitting the 
Aleph was not yet discovered. 

But while “all the naturalistic critics agree that with this - 

[Mark 16:8] the genuine portion of Mark's Gospel ends." that is 
where their agreement slops. 16 Few believe that Mark intentional¬ 
ly ended his gospel there. Some suppose he died before he 
to complete the work, or that the last page of his book was torn 
off. and the original reading was lost forever. The latter, of course, 
overlooks the divine origin and preservation of the Scriptures. Cer¬ 
tainly God would not have allowed Mark to die before he finished 
the work God inspired him to do, nor would the Almighty have 
permitted the loss of any portion of His Word. History also testifies 
to the fact that Mark lived to publish his gospel. 

What documents omit this passage? Only two Greek MSS. 
we have already seen, Aleph and B. Of these two, B leaves a blank 
column exactly the size needed to include the verses. These MSS 
are joined in excluding the passage by the Sinaitic Syriac MS. the 
Adysh and Opiza MSS of the Old Georgian version, and eight MSS 
of the Armenian version (Colwell has enlarged the Armenian MSS 
omitting the verses to sixty-two in number). The Old Latin MS k. 
and the Greek MSS L, Psi, and a few others have an alternative 

short ending. 

On the other side of the issue, Mark 16:9-20 is font id in ALL 
the Greek MSS exeept Aleph and B, and in ALL the Latin MSS 
except k. This passage is found in ALL the Syriac versions except 
the Sinaitic Syriac, and also in the Boharie version. 

To determine the correct text of the New Testament, three main 
witnesses are the MSS, the versions, and the Fathers. In addition, 
the lectionaries used by the early church render valuable testimony, 
for they reprint portions of Scripture for use in worship. 
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honourable place. . .. The Lesson for Matins on Ascension- 
Day in the East, in the oldest documents to which we have 
access, consisted (as it now does) of the last Twelve Verses, 
neither more nor less,—of S. Mark’s Gospel. . .such a weight 
of public testimony as this to the last Twelve Verses of 

a Gospel is simply overwhelming. . .“the LAST TWELVE 
VERSES of the Gospel according to S. Mark ” from the 
very first are found to have won for themselves not only 
an entrance, a lodgment, an established place; hut, the 
place of highest honour,— an audience on two of the 
Church’s chiefest Festivals. 




In view of such a prepouderance of evidence that Mark 16:9-20 

is indeed the original ending of Mark’s gospel, how did such es¬ 
teemed and learned scholars come to take the opposing view? 


The plain truth is this:—These eminent persons have 
taken their information at second-hand,—partly from 
Griesbach, partly from Scholz,—without suspicion and 
without inquiry. But then they have slightly misrepresented 
Scholz; and Scholz (1830) slightly misunderstood Griesbach; 
and Griesbach (1796) took liberties with Wetstein; and 
Wetstein (1751) made a few serious mistakes. 




When it comes to a challenge to the eternal. Holy Word of God, 
by which we must live, we can have no “second-hand” informa¬ 
tion; we can allow no question to pass without “suspicion and in¬ 
quiry.” There is no room for “misrepresentation,” “misunderstand¬ 
ing,” “liberties,” and “mistakes.” We must know exactly what God 
said! 


If we can find the pure, uncorrupted Word of God only in the 
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Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, 
but have everlasting life.”-KJV 

“For God so loved the world that he gave his one and only 

Son, that whoever believes in him shall not perish but have 
eternal life.”—JNIV 

A footnote reads, “Or his only begotten Son.” Herein is seen 
another enigma of the new versions: If it could also be translated 
“only begotten,” why not translate it that way in the text? Relega¬ 
tion to a footnote implies it is an inferior translation. To say 
that Jesus is God’s “only begotten” Son clearly demonstrates 
His deity; to say “one and only” Son does not. Neither is the 
latter consistent with the remainder of Scripture: Believers are 
God' s sons (H Corinthians b:18). 


John 5:4 


“For an angel went down at a certain season into the pool, 
and troubled the water: whosoever then first after the troubling 
of the water stepped in was made whole of whatsoever disease 
he had.”-KJV 

The NIV goes directly from v. 3 to v. 5. A footnote reads, 
“Some manuscripts paralyzed—and they waited for the mov- 
ing of the waters; some less important manuscripts continue 
From time to time an angel of the Lord . . . . 

What is the MS evidence at this point? “. . .Concerning St. 
John 5:3, 4, to which there really attaches no matter of 

doubt. . .we find the following: thirty-two precious words in 

that place are indeed omitted hy Aleph B C and twenty-seven 
by D. .. . On the other hand, they are found in all other copies. 
They are vouched for by the Syriac and Latin Versions; in the 
Apostolic Constitutions, by Chrysostom, Cyril, Didyuius, and 
Ammonius; among the Greeks, hy Tertullian; among the Latins 
by Ambrose, Jerome, and Augustine. Why a passage so attested 
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The great majority of MSS include (he wunl* “on me/* The 
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our faith. Thb> i» simply another of the nearly 6.000 change* 
wrought in the Greek text by modern textual criticism. 
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Sun of the living God. 

e believe and know that you are the Holy One of 
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John 9:33 


“Je»«te heard that they had cast him out; and when he had 
found him. he »aid unto him. Dost thou lielieve on the Son 

of God?“-KJV 

"Jr»u» heard that they had thrown him out, and when he 

found him. he said. ’Do vou believe in thr Son of Man?* **-MV 
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Thrrr thousand MSS read “Sun of God.** Three trad “Son 
of Man.** 
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The NIV goes directly from v. 36 to v. 38. V. 37 is relegated 
to a footnote. 


Romans 1:16 


For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ: for it is 
the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth; 
to the Jew first, and also to the Greek.”— KJV 

I am not ashamed of the gospel, because it is the power 
of God for the salvation of everyone who believes: first for the 
Jew, then for the Gentile.”—NIV 


44 


44 


Romans 14:10 


But why dost thou judge thy brother? or why dost thou 
set at nought thy brother? for we shall all stand before the judg¬ 
ment seat of Christ.”-KJV 

You, then, why do you judge your brother? Or why do 
you look down on your brother? For we will all stand before 
God’s judgment seal. 


44 


bb 




NIV 


Colossians 1:14 


In whom we have redemption through his blood, even the 

forgiveness of sins. 

In whom we have redemption, the forgiveness of sins. 


4b 




KJV 




NIV 


£4 


Colossians 2:9 


For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily”-KJV 

For in Christ all the fullness of the Deity lives in bodily 

MV 

The NIV suggests that Christ had only the form of a body. 

Many heretics would have happily accepted this, for they did 
not believe He was come in the flesh, but was merely a 
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Before we leave thi* comparison of reading* fn>m tbe KJV and 
MV land *urh ruuld be repeated many, many time* over), we should 
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I Timothy 1:16. The MV claim* 
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word Christ for the word He who 


making the quotation 
read, Christ was manifest in the flesh, etc.? Did he mean 


that Christ was the mystery of Godliness? Why then did 
he not place the word Christ in apposition to the word 
who, making the quotation read, Christ, He who was 
manifest in the flesh, etc.? But, according to the critics, 
Paul did neither of these two things. Instead he quoted 
an incomplete sentence, a subject without a predicate, and 
left it dangling. The makers of the R.S.V. adopt the Alex¬ 
andrian reading (Codex Sinaiticus) and translate it. He 

was manifested in the flesh, etc., and then place under 
it a note, Greek, who. But if the Greek is who, how can 


the English he He? This i 

tion of an entirely new r reading. 


is not a translation but the crea- 




Terence Brown says. 


Dr. Bloomfield and other learned authorities have 
demonstrated that the new r reading “the mystery. . .who 

was manifested” violates all the rules of construction and 

exhibits only too clearly the marks of accidental or 
deliberate corruption. 


27 


What difference docs it make? Do we not know' that, regardless 
of how the passage reads, it has reference to Christ? Why struggle 
so mightily over this one verse? Are there not many other verses 
w'hich proclaim the deity of Jesus Christ, verses which are left 
relatively intact by the modern translations? For what reason do 

w r e contend so strongly for the reading “’God” w r hen so many other 

verses remain to which w r e can flee for testimony of the deity of 
Christ? 


First, we are concerned about every Word of God. One Word 
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Two tvpe> of ancient MSS exist: uncial (all capital letters) and 
cursive. In an uncial MS. if "Cod" were written in an abbreviated 
form las it was in A. Codex Alcxandrinus). the differences bet wren 

simply two small strokes, onr 

horizontal line in the first letter, the other a small strokr written 
above the two letters. Ortainly. a statement likr. “Great is the 
mystery uiho was manifested" would lie an odd reading, and if 
transerilier were to find such a reading, he might tie tempted 
to make it grammatically correct hy further abbreviating it lo read 
lirral is the mvsterv u'hich was manifested.**** 
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Ancient testimony that the original reading was “God” includes: 


The Syriac version of Philoxenus, A.D. 488-518 
Cyril of Alexandria 

Gregory of Nyssa (d. 394) 

Diodorus of Tarsns (d. 370) 

Chrysostom (d. 407) 

Dionysius of Alexandria (A.D. 264) 

Ignatius 
Barnabas 
Hippolytus 




In his discussion of the divinity of Christ, Charles Hodge 
remarks: 


For [God] we find the great body of the cursive Greek 


manuscripts and almost all the Greek Fathers. The authori¬ 
ty of the Codex Alexandrinus is claimed ou both 
sides. . . .For [who] C, F, G, of the uncial manuscripts, 

only two of the cursive manuscripts, and the Coptic and 
Sahidic 


33 


versions, are quoted. To this must be added the 
testimony of the very ancient manuscript 34 recently 

discovered by Tischendorf. . .. For which the uncial 

manuscript D, the Latiu Vulgate and the Latin Fathers 
are the witnesses. . . . The internal evidence, so far as the 
perspicuity of the passage and the analogy of Scripture 

are concerned, are decidedly in favour of the common 
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text. 


Though the vast majority of cursives and nearly all the early 
fathers testify for “God,” “who” is accepted by virtually every ver¬ 
sion since the RV of 1881, largely on the basis of Codex Sinaiticus. 
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Spirit, be suggests, inspired Paul to pen words which do not form 

plete thought in themselves. 

'hat of the testimony of A. Codex Alcxandriuus? As Hodge 

pointed out. it is claimed on both sides of the issue. 

Henry Alford, a nineteenth century scholar who adhered to the 
naturalistic view of W-H. claimed that what could have 
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them clearer, and that the original strokes could still be 

discerned. 

. . .Patrick Young had custody of this copy from A.D. 

1628-1652 and he assured Archbishop Ussher that the 

original reading was “God”. In 1657 Huish collated the 
manuscript for Walton, who printed “God” in his massive 

Polyglot. Bishop Pearson wrote in 1659 “we find not ‘who’ 
in any copy”. Mill worked on his edition of the Greek from 
1677 to 1707 and clearly states that he found “God” in 

the Codex Alexandrinus at this place. In 1718 Wotton 
wrote, “There can be no doubt that this manuscript always 
read ‘God’ in this place”. In 1716 Wetstein wrote, “Though 
the middle stroke has been retouched, the fine stroke 
originally in the letter is discernible at each end of the 
fuller stroke of the corrector.” 

In his “lectures on the true reading of 1 Timothy 3:16” 

(1737-1738) Berriman declared 

line should become all together indiscernible there will 
never be just cause to doubt but that the genuine and 
original reading of this manuscript was ‘God’ ”. Woide 
who edited this Codex in 1785 remarked that he had seen 
traces of the original stroke in 1765 which had ceased to 
be clearly visible twenty years later. One of the 1885 

Revisers, Prebendary Scrivener, who examined the 
manuscript at least twenty times, asserted that in 1861 he 
could still discern the all important stroke which Berriman 
had seen more clearly in 1741. 


If at any time the old 




So tbe same principle is repeated. The testimony of the many 
eye-witnesses is that the passage reads “God.” The testimony of 
tbe very few is that it reads “who.” Just as the KJV is based on 
the Majority Text, while the newer translations are founded on a 
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“Oh, bul it is only one word!” Yes, hut one word of 
Scripture of which it is said “Thou hast magnified Thy 
Word above all Thy Name!” “Only one word!” But that 
word “God.” Better the whole living church of God should 
perish than that one word should perish. 




Should the testimony of Aleph (Codex Sinaiticus) he accepted 
here over the preponderance of witnesses to the contrary? Consider: 
In the gospels alone, B and Aleph omit at least twenty-three words 
and phrases which emphasize the deity of the Lord Jesus. There 
seems to be a definite relationship between these MSS and the 

mutilated text of Origen, an Arian of the third century. To the 
believer who is convinced of the supernatural preservation of the 
Scriptures, the majority testimony, and the deity of Christ, there 
is bul one choice: I Timothy 3:16 declares, “GOD was manifest 

in the flesh!” 

We have examined hut a few references. Are the differences, 
as Ri ce claims, “minor” and “insignificant”? When the Christian 
understands that there are really only two Bibles, though there are 

many translations, and that one is fuller and one is shorter, and 
when he considers the import of the Scriptural warning of the danger 
of adding or subtracting even one word, he will not rest until he 
has determined the truth. He eannot strike the hypocritical pose 
of using either or both texts. One must be wrong, and it therefore 
must be avoided! 

We return, now, to Hills’ discussion of the three basie alter¬ 
native views to the manner in which God fulfilled His promise 
to preserve His Word to all generations. 


(2) The true reading preserved in at least one of the 
extant manuscripts . Many conservative scholars seem to 
feel that God’s providential care over the New Testament 
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readings are nol hiding in these 
manuscripts? 42 


undiscovered 


This theory, of course, contradicts the Scripture. Jesus command- 

. .teach all nations. . .to observe all things 
whatsoever I have commanded you” (Matthew 28:19, 20). He quoted 
the Old Testament: “Man shall not live hy bread alone, hut by 
every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God” (Matthew 
4:4). He would never command Ilis followers to do that which was 
impossible for them to do. Inherent in His command to leach the 
nations was the promise to preserve for His disciples of all ages 
those things he had “commanded” them to leach. If only one MS 
out of all the thousands extant at any given time were the Word 
of God, it would have been impossible for any but those who had 
access to it to obey Jesus’ command. 

Hills presents the third alternative view to the divine preserva¬ 
tion of the Scriptures: 


ed His disciples to “. 


(3) Are naturalistic New Testament textual critics prov¬ 
identially guided? Many conservatives have adopted the 

theory that it is through textual criticism, and especially 
through the textual criticism of Westcolt and Hort, that 
Christ has fulfilled His promise always to preserve in His 

Church the True INew Testament Text. 43 


We have already discussed the theological views of W-II. That 
they would have been chosen as the ones to restore to the church 

the pure text of the New Testament seems unlikely indeed. This 

view is also fraught with the same errors as the previous views. 


But this suggestion leads to conclusions which are ex¬ 
tremely bizarre and inconsistent. It would have us believe 
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thousands of variants remain which need to be evaluated 
as we seek to reconstruct the precise original wording of 
the text. ... In very broad and over-simplified terms, one 
camp generally follows the large majority of the MSS (be¬ 
tween 80 and 90 percent) which are in essential agreement 
among themselves but which do not date from before the 
fifth century A.D., while the other generally follows a small 
handful (often less than ten) of earlier MSS (from the third, 
fourth and fifth centuries) which not only disagree with 
the majority, but also disagree among themselves. The sec¬ 
ond camp has been in general control of the scholarly world 
for the last 100 years. . .the fundamental difference be¬ 
tween the New Testament in the American Standard Ver¬ 
sion, Revised Standard Version, New English Bible, To¬ 
day’s English Version, New American Standard Bible, New 
International Version, etc., on the one hand, and in the 
King James Version on the other is that they are based 
on different forms of the Greek text. (There are over 5,000 
differences between those two forms.) 




What of these five thousand differences? Either the KJV, based 
upon the Majority Text, is wrong in some 5,000 instances, or the 
new translations, dating from the RV of 1881, are wrong. No Chris¬ 
tian can be unconcerned as to which is right; the purity of God’s 
Word is the issue! 

Benjamin Wilkinson addresses the subject: 


. . .Down through the centuries there were only two 
streams of manuscripts. 

The first stream which carried the Received Text in 
Hebrew and Greek, began with the apostolic church, and 
reappearing at intervals down the Christian Era among 
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As the early Christians began to spread out over the earth to 
preach the gospel, it became necessary to translate the Word of 
God into the language of the people. The first such translation 
into Syriac. Other languages into which the Bible was translated 
included Latin, Egyptian, Ethiopian, and Armenian. Many transla* 
tions date to within fifty years of the death of the last apostle. About 
A.D. 350, the Bible was for the first lime translated into the Ger¬ 
manic, or Gothic, language, the forerunner of the English language. 
Shortly after this, Jerome translated the Bible into Latin, and his 
translation became known as the Latin Vulgate, which, until recent¬ 
ly, was the official Bible of the Roman Catholic Church. 

In A.D. 312, Constantine I became emperor of Rome. Constan¬ 
tine established his headquarters at Byzantium, renaming it Con¬ 
stantinople. Then the Roman Empire split east and west, with the 
eastern section becoming known as the Byzantine Empire, and the 
western as the Latin, or Roman Empire. The Latin translation of 
Jerome was the Bible of the Roman Empire, while the eastern church 
preserved the Bihle in the original languages of Hehrew and Greek. 
Until the Byzantine Empire fell to the Turks in 1454, no transla¬ 
tion since Jerome's had been made from the original languages. 

John Wycliffe realized that the Holy Bihle should be translated 
into the language of the people. The Roman Catholic Bible was 
in the Latin language, thus making it a scaled book to the average 

person. Only the Roman priests could read it. In 1378, Wycliffe 
translated the Bible from Latin into English. For this, he was ex¬ 
communicated from the Roman Catholic Church. Wycliffe was so 
hated by the Roman hierarchy for making the Bible available in 
the language of the people, that forty years after his death his bones 

were dug up, burned, and scattered in a river which flowed near 

a church he once pastored. 

Though John Wycliffe’s translation was not from the original 
languages, it was treasured by the people. Some would even trade 
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hundred years after the death of John Wycliffe, Tyndalc was bom. 
He graduated from Oxford University and Cambridge University. 
It was about the time that Tyndale went to Cambridge that the 
Greek New Testament became popular. One day, someone in his 
class said, “We had better be without God’s laws than the pope’s.” 
Tyndale, rising from his seat, said, “I defy the pope and all his 
laws. And if God spare me, I will one day make the boy that drives 
the plow in England to know more of the scriptures than the pope 
does.” 


Since the Roman Catholic Church and the Church of England 
were closely allied in those days, Tyndale was not supported in 
his efforts to translate the New Testament from the original Greek 
into English. Finally, working in exile, he produced the first com¬ 
plete printed New Testament in English, translated from the original 
Greek sources. Martin Luther had also translated the Bible into 
German, using the same text as Tyndale, the Textus Receptus. In 

was strangled at the stake, then burned. His last 
words were a prayer: “Lord, open the King of England’s eyes.” 
Tyndale prayed that the King of England would see the need of 
having the Bible in the English language. 

In 1539, the high church leaders of the Church of England 

decided it was indeed time to have a Bihle in the language of the 
people and approved and authorized the Great Bihle, so called 
because of its size. Before Tyndale’s death, in 1535, Miles Cover- 
dale printed the Coverdale Bible. Coverdale was not the scholar 
that Tyndale was (Tyndale knew seven languages, including Hebrew 
and Greek), and his Bible made no pretense at being an original 
translation. It was translated out of the German and Latin into 
English. In 1537 Matthew 

pseudonym for an early reformer who 

reign of Queen Mary, the Roman Catholic daughter of Heury VIII. 
But all of these Bibles after Tyndale were really simply revisions 
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last manuscripts air represented: 
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The Age of the Vatican and Sinai Codices 


The one factor spoken in favor of these MSS is their alleged 
antiquity. It is said that since they are older than any extant Greek 
MS supporting the Majority Text, they must be better. It is assumed 
that age automatically denotes superiority. But when it comes to 

determining the true text of the Word of God, no assumptions should 
be made! 

Indeed, rather than testifying on their behalf, the age of these 
MSS (generally, they are thought to have originated about A.D. 
331) witnesses strongly against them. 


Burgon regarded the exceptional age of B and Aleph 
as a proof not of their goodness but of their badness. If 

they had been good manuscripts, they would have been 

read to pieces long ago. “We suspect that these two 
manuscripts are indebted for their preservation, solely to 
their ascertained evil character; which has occasioned that 
the one eventually found its way, four centuries ago, to 
a forgotten shelf in the Vatican Library; while the other, 
after exercising the ingenuity of several generations of 

critical Correctors, eventually (viz. in A.D. 1844) got 

deposited in the wastepaper basket of the Convent at the 
foot of Mount Sinai. Had B and Aleph been copies of 
average purity, they must long since have shared the in¬ 
evitable fate of books w r hich are freely used and highly 
prized; namely, they would have fallen into decadence and 
disappeared from sight. 


so 


Just as a Christian today may very well wear out several Bibles 
during his lifetime, through regular reading and study, so, from 
the beginning of the Christian era, the pure MSS were read 
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Majority Text as ancient as that for the text which underlies the 
RV and subsequent versions. This is not true. For in addition to 
the testimony of the Greek MSS, we must also consider the value 
of the ancient translations and the quotes from Scripture by the 
early church fathers, as well as the evidence of the lection aries (copies 
of portions of Scripture to be read in public worship, much like 
Scripture portions are today reprinted in Sunday school literature, 
etc.). While the most ancient Greek MS extant which supports the 
Majority Text goes back to the fifth century, and the MSS (B and 

Aleph) supporting the shorter text of the revisions goes back to the 

fourth century, the overwhelming testimony of the early transla¬ 
tions, quotes, and lectionaries supports the Majority Text. Burgon 

says. 


I ha ve cited upon the last twelve verses of Mark no 
less than twelve authorities before the end of the third cen¬ 
tury, that is down to a date which is nearly half a century 

before Codex B and Aleph appeared. The general mass 
of quotations found in the books of the early fathers 
witnesses to what I say. So that there is absolutely no reason 
to place these two manuscripts upon a pedestal by 
themselves on the score of supreme antiquity. They are 
eclipsed in this respect by many other authorities older 
than they are. 




Philip Mauro puts the question succinctly: 


Should the purely negative testimony of those two 
Codices (i.e. the fact that certain words and passages are 
not found in them) be allowed to overthrow the affirmative 
testimony of hundreds of other Greek Manuscripts, Ver- 

and quotations from the church Fathers ? 53 
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whereas its presence in a number of later copies, each of 
which came from a distant source, could not be accounted 
for except on the assumption of its genuineness. 

But let us suppose that, in addition to the various copies 
in use in various places, there existed certain translations 
(versions in foreign languages) which translations were 
earlier than the very earliest of the existing manuscripts 
in the original tongue; and also that many quotations of 
the disputed passage were found in the writings of per¬ 
sons who lived in or near the days when the document 
itself was written; and suppose that the disputed word or 

sentence were found in every translation and every quota¬ 
tion, would not its genuineness be established beyond the 

faintest shadow of a doubt? 


good idea of the 
strength of the evidence in favor of the Text of the A.V. 
For in the settling of that text, due weight was given to 
the concurrent testimony of the numerous MSS. in actual 

use in different churches , widely separated from one 
another; and also to the corroborating testimony of the most 
ancient Versions and of the patristic writings; whereas, 
in the settling of the text for the R. V. the evidence of highest 

grade was uniformly rejected in favor of that of the lowest 

grade. 


This suppositious case will give 




Clearly, the age of a MS alone is not sufficient to establish its 
ultimate authority. If it was the Autograph, the original writing, 
it would, but no original writing survives. The B and Aleph MSS, 
apparently ancient, are yet from the fourth century, and predate 
the MSS extant in the Majority tradition by only a relatively few 
years, the earliest of the latter being from the fifth century. It would 
seem that the testimony of the vast majority of MSS from the fifth 
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Aleph is covered with attempts at correction by the hands of 
at least ten different scribes. The handwriting of the various in¬ 
dividuals who attempted to correct the many errors of the MS sug¬ 
gests the approximate daLes of such efforts. While the codex itself 

is usually dated from the fourth century, and many of the correc¬ 
tions were attempted evidently at that time, most of the efforts are 
dated during the sixth and seventh centuries. The MS itself is the 
work of three different scribes besides the correctors. 


So far from the book being written throughout hy one 
person, it is indisputably the work of three. . ., and its 
pages swarm with corrections in various scripts ranging 
in date from the fourth century to the twelfth. . . . 

In its pristine state the manuscript probably compris¬ 
ed at least 730 leaves; but to-day only 390 leaves remain, 
242 in the Old Testament and 148 in the New. . . . 


Nothing now remains of the earlier books of the Old 


Testament except for a few scraps from Genesis and 

Numbers. The Sinaiticus contains 


single leaf of I 
Chronicles (ix. 27-xi. 22), but most of the extant portion 
of that hook (xi. 22-xix. 17) is in Leipzig. The books 2 
Chronicles and I Esdras are wanting, but 2 Esdras ix.9-end 
is at Leipzig, with Esther complete, and Tobit i. 1-ii. 2. 
The rest of Tohit, Judith (except for one leaf), 1 and 4 
Maccabees, Isaiah, and Jeremiah i. 1-x. 25 are in the Codex 


Sinaiticus. Jeremiah x. 25-end and Lamentations i. l-ii.20 
complete the Codex Friderico-Augustanus. There follows 
a gap in the manuscript resulting in the total loss of Ezekiel, 
Daniel, and the first three Minor Prophets. . .. The New 
Testament in the Sinaiticus is complete, and is followed 
by two non-canonical writings, the Epistle of Barnabas 
and the ‘Shepherd’ of Hernias. 
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text. . . . 

. . .Unfortunately the work was not systematically carried 
out, ami large stretches of the manuscript were left un¬ 
touched, or only sporadically corrected. 

In the Gospels, where the corrections are very numerous 
and often of textual importance. . .the position is unusually 
complicated. The reader who dictated the Gospels must 

have been singularly careless, for again and again whole 

sentences have dropped out where his wandering eye had 
failed to keep the place. A good many of these were in¬ 
serted in the margins of the manuscript by seribe A when 
going over his work in the usual desultory manner. But 
the corrections from his pen show such variations of script 
that they probably represent several different attempts at 
revision, while interspersed among them are supplemen¬ 
tary corrections by scribe D, who perhaps had the last word 
in cases of special difficulty. Nor are these corrections con¬ 
fined, as elsewhere in the manuscript, to rectifying scrihal 
errors; for many of them make actual changes in the wor¬ 
ding, introducing variants known to us from other sources. 
There is indeed some reason to think that these variants 

were noted in the exemplar from which the Sinaiticus was 

copied—a species of master copy, amounting almost to a 
critical edition. But on what principles one variant was 
preferred to another, and to whom the decision ultimate¬ 
ly belonged, it is not easy to discover. 

. . .There actually are some curious errors in the Codex 
Sinaiticus which would be readily explicable if the 

manuscript had been written at Caesarea. . . . 

. . .In the Old Testament the character of the Sinaitus 
is somewhat uneven.. . . 
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Burgon, one of the great defenders of the Byzantine Text, also 
addressed the issue of the corruptions in the Sinai MS: 


The impurity of the text exhibited by these codices is 
not a question of opinion but of fact.. .Codex Sinaiticus 
abounds with “errors of the eye and pen to an extent not 
indeed unparalleled, but happily rather unusual in 
documents of first-rate importance.” On many occasions, 
10, 20, 30, 40 words are dropped through very carelessness. 
“Letters and words, even whole sentences, are frequently 
written twice over, or begun and immediately cancelled: 
while that gross blunder. . .whereby a clause is omitted 
because it happens to end in the same words as the clause 

preceding, occurs no less than 115 times in the New Testa¬ 
ment. 




Codex B (Vaticanus), in the gospels alone, “leaves out words 
or whole clauses no less than 1,491 times. It bears traces of careless 
transcription on every page. 

As Burgon says, “ It is easier to find two consecutive verses in 
which the two MSS. differ, the one from the other, than two con¬ 
secutive verses in which they entirely agree”. 63 It is no wonder. 

then, that he is so bold as to proclaim 


”62 


.. .Without a particle of hesitation,.. .they are three 
of the most scandalously corrupt copies extant. . .[they] ex¬ 
hibit the most shamefully mutilated texts which are 
anywhere to be met with.. .[they) have become known (by 
whatever process, for their history is wholly unknowu) the 

depositories of the largest amount of fabricated readings, 
ancient blunders, and intentional perversion of truth, which 
are discoverable in any known copies of the Word of God. 
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Lewis reasoning hinges on the profession Jesus made as to His 
own identity. Since He clearly claimed to be the Messiah, and iden¬ 
tified Himself as one with the Father, there can be no middle ground 

in assessing His identity. (See John 4:26; 14:8-11.) Either He was 
Who He claimed to be, or He wasn’t. If He wasn’t, only two op¬ 
tions are available: He was mistaken, or He was intentionally decep¬ 
tive. Of course, we accept at full value His testimony, and pro¬ 
claim Jesus Christ to he Lord and God. 

How does this apply to the Holy Bible? In exactly the same 
manner. The Scriptures make specific, plain claims as to their origin, 
nature, and reliability. Because of what they profess to he, the Word 

we are left with only two choices. They are either 
the Word of God, or they aren't. If they are not, only two possibilities 

remain: They were written by men who, though sincere, were delud¬ 
ed, or they were written by men who were knowingly attempting 
to deceive the public as to the nature of their work. We accept the 
first option: The Scriptures are the infallible, everlasting, power¬ 
ful, living Word of God. 


of God Himself 


The Testimony of Jesus 


we accept the fact that the Lord Jesus Christ is the 

we accept His Words as the 


By faith 

Mighty God (Isaiah 9:6). Therefore 
Word of God. What did He say about the authorship, authority 


reliability, and nature of the Scriptures? 

Jesus asked the unbelieving Sadduccees 


Have ye not read in 

the book of Moses, how in the bush God spake unto him, saying, 
I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God 


of Jacob?” (Mark 12:26). 

The Jews, recognizing that Jesus made Himself “equal with 
God,” sought to kill Him. His answer to them included these words: 
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Jesus established the following facts: 
I man named Moore. 
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1. There was a 

2. Thif man 






wrote a book. 
3. Mue» wrote of Jesus Christ. 


£ 


4. Cod spoke to Must* from the burning bush. 

All of the Scripturee known at the time of Jesue (identical 
to our Old Testament today, except for arrangements and 
division* of books) testify of Him. 

These claims fly directly in the fare of the "higher" criticism, 
hirh inrblf that there was never a literal man by the name of 

such a man, the an of writing 
nut developed that early in civilisation. Thus, the J FDR theory 


a. 
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of multiple authors for the Pentateuch has been devised to explain 

the origin of the work. Such vj 


ere countenanced by some of 
of 1881. One of them. Dean Stanley, expressed his sym¬ 
pathy for Bishop (^olenso of .Natal: 




I might mention one who.. .has ventured to say that 
Pentateuch is not the work of Muses;.. .who has ven¬ 
tured to say that the narratives of those historical incidents 
are colored not unfrequently by the necessary infirmities 
which belong to the human instruments by which they are 

that individual is the one who now ad- 
you. If you pronounce against the Bishop of Natal 




J 






11 



The Search for the Word of God 


on grounds such as these, you must remember that there 
is one close at hand whom. . .you will be obliged to 
condemn. 2 


A clear choice is here presented: the Words of Jesus, or those 
of naturalistic, fallible adherents to higher criticism. 

In Luke 20:41-44, Jesus addressed the subject of the author¬ 
ship of the Psalms: 


“And he said unto them. How say they that Christ is 
David' s son? And David himself saith in the book of 
Psalms, The LORD said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my 
right hand. Till 1 make thine enemies thy footstool. David 
therefore calleth him Lord, how is he then his son?” 


Here, Christ attributed the Psalms to David, indicating, again, 
that there was a real man by that name, a King of Israel, who 

wrote the Psalms. 

Jesus extended His endorsement of the Scriptures to another 
book in Matthew 24:15: 


“When ye therefore shall see the abomination of desola¬ 
tion, spoken of hy Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy 
place, (whoso readeth, let him understand:)" 


Thus, according to Christ, there was a man by the name of 
Daniel, and he wrote the book which is called by his name. 

What was Jesus’ view of the inspiration of Scripture? The answer 
to that question is seen in Mark 12:36: 


“For David himself said by the Holy Ghost, The LORD 

said to my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, till I make 
thine enemies thy footstool." 
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“And he said unto them, These are the words which 

I spake unto you, while I was yet with you, that all things 

must be fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, 
and in the prophets, and in the psalms, concerning 

(Luke 24:44). 




Jesus mentioned specifically the three major sections of Scripture: 

1. The law of Moses 

2. The prophets 

3. The psalms 

On this passage (Luke 24:44), Albert Barnes comments: 


In the law of Moses. The five books of Moses—Genesis, 
Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy. Among the 
Jews, this was the first division of the Old Testament, and 
was called the law. The prophets. This was the second and 
largest part of the Hebrew Scriptures. It comprehended 
the books of Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, 1 and 2 
Kings, which were called the former prophets; and Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the twelve smaller books from 
Daniel to Malachi, which were called the latter prophets. 
The psalms. This word here probably means what were 
comprehended under the name of Hagiographa, or holy 
writings. It comprehended the Psalms, Proverbs, Job, Song 
of Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther, 
Daniel, Ezra, and Nehemiah, and the two books of 
Chronicles. This division of the Old Testament was in use 
long before the time of Christ, and was what he referred 
to here. 3 


Jesus assigned infallibility to all of these Old Testament books 

when He said 


. . .all things MUST be fulfilled. . . .” These were 
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shall stand for ever” (Isaiah 40:8). Hills comments: 


Although the Scriptures were written during a definite 
historical period, they are not the product of that period 
but of the eternal plan of God. When God designed the 
holy Scriptures in eternity, He had the whole sweep of 
human history in view. Hence the Scriptures are forever 
relevant. Their message can never be outgrown. 4 


The Old Testament, then, claimed to be the inspired, infalli¬ 
ble, permanent Word of God. But what of the New Testament? 


The Testimony of the New Testament 


The New Testament accords the highest possible view to the 
origin of the Scriptures: 


“All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for in¬ 
struction in righteousness” (II Timothy 3:16). 


The Greek word from which “inspiration 
means God-breathed . W-H’s view of the inspiration of Scripture, 
and that of the majority among the revisers of 1881, is seen in 
the strange twist they gave to II Timothy 3:16: 


is translated literally 


Of all the changes introduced into the Text of the R.V., 
that which has raised the greatest storm of protest is the 
alteration of the words, “All Scripture is given by inspira¬ 
tion of God, and is profitable,” so as to make the passage 
read, “Every Scripture given by inspiration of God is prof¬ 
itable.” This apparently slight change gives a very different 
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teaches, but which the Holy Spirit teaches, 
reject this as impossible would reduce the Almighty to the 
stature of a fallible man, but “with God all thing 

ble." 7 


Those who 


s arc possi- 


Like the words of Jesus, these New Testament passages accredit 
the entirety of the Hehrew Scriptures, known to us today as the 
Old Testament. Thus, all of the Old Testament was given by “in¬ 
spiration of God" (God-breathed); the holy men did not speak of 
their own will, but were moved along—as is a sailboat by the wind— 
by the Spirit of God. In a supernatural fashion, God breathed His 
words and these holy men were moved to write them. The Hebrew 
Scriptures are not the words of men about God, but the Word of 
God to men. 

In Stephen's defense of his orthodoxy before his false accusers, 
he attested to the living nature of God’s Word. 


“This is he, that was in the church in the wilderness 
with the angel which spake to him in the mount Siua, and 
with our fathers: who received the lively oracles to give 
unto us" (Acts 7:38). 


The word “lively literally means living. God’s Words (in this 
case the Old Testament specifically) are alive. They are not ju6t 
so much ink traced onto skins. The fact that they are living and 
not dead further speaks of their endurance, and the impossibility 
of them being mutilated and lost to humanity. The living nature 
of the Word of God is also seen in Hebrews 4:12, 13. 

Previously, we saw that the New Testament bears its own in¬ 
ternal witness to the inspiration of the books within its scope. Paul 
claimed to write the commandments of the Lord (1 Corinthians 

14:37). So did John (Revelation 22:18, 19). Peter identified Paul's 
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God: but as of sincerity, but as of God, in the sight of 
God speak we in Christ” (II Corinthians 2:17). 


In II Corinthians 11:3, 4, Paul compared the corruption of the 
pure gospel to the manner in which the serpent deceived Eve: 


“But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled 
Eve through his subtilty, so your minds should be corrupted 
from the simplicity that is in Christ. For if he that cometh 
preacheth another Jesus, whom we have not preached, or 
if ye receive another spirit, which ye have not received, 
or another gospel, which ye have not accepted, ye might 
well bear with him.” 


Since Paul compares the corruption of the New Testament Chris¬ 
tians with the deception of Eve, it is instructive to examine the 
nature of Satan's approach to her. 


“Now the serpent was more subtil than any beast of 
the field which the LORD God had made. And he said 
unto the woman. Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat of 
every tree of the garden? . . .And the serpent said unto the 

Ye shall not surely die” (Genesis 3:1, 4). 


woman 


First, Satan questioned the Word of God: 

Secondly, he denied God’s Word. He uses precisely the same ap¬ 
proach through the means of the textual criticism of the day: “Is 
this really the Word of God. . .did God actually say this?” Then, 
when sufficient doubt has been planted, he takes his deception a 
step further, and denies major portions of God’s Word altogether. 

Obviously, the Holy Bible cannot be refused as the Word of 
God while touted as “great literature.” It does not claim to be great 


Hath God said? 
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mvsticism. 

Rationabsm, introduced into Christianity through So- 
ri maoism in the sixteenth century, was an attempt lo 
distinguish between inspired and uninspired elements 

ithin the Scriptures. During the eighteenth century, ra¬ 
tionalist* could be found among the Syn ere lists in Ger¬ 
many and the Roman Catholic Jesuits. During the nine* 

teenth century , rationalism assumed three positions: first 
only the mysteries (those things undiscovered by unaided 
reason) of the faith were inspired; second, the Bible is in* 

only in matters of faith and practice; third, the Bible 
is inspired in the thoughts or concepts and not inspired 

in its 
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and paraphrases. It is thought hy many that it matters little which 
translation one uses; they all say the same thing, just in different 
words. 


Laying aside, for the moment, all considerations of the text, 
compare this viewpoint with that of Scripture. The Bible nowhere 
suggests that God spoke in ideas, thoughts, or concepts. Rather, 
it insists that He spoke in words. If the words attributed to Him 
are not the words He spoke (or direct translations of those words), 
they are not God’s words, they are paraphrases. In their most de¬ 
praved form, such paraphrases are the words of fallible men, record¬ 
ing what they think God was “trying” to say. Of course, God has 
never tried to say anything; He has simply spoken. 

Only the specific words God spoke (or their direct translation) 
are the words of God; all else are the words of men. There is a 

great difference between translating God’s words and interpreting 
them. Thus, it certainly does matter what is purported to be the 
Word of God. If one translation has God saying a thing and another 
quotes Him differently, both cannot be right. They may both be 

wrong, but they cannot both be right. God did not say two things. 

It is of crucial importance that we cstahlish the Hebrew and Greek 
texts which are truly God’s words and that they he accurately 
translated. 

Mysticism has also resurfaced, even among some who profess 
to be Bible-believing, conservative, and fundamental. 


Mysticism is variously identified as spiritual insight, 
Christian consciousness, or the witness of the Spirit. This 
concept implies that the Christian has something within 
himself to which every external revelation is in subjection. 

Some mystics rejected the objective enunciation of God’s 
will as found in the Scriptures in favor of the currents of 
thought and feeling which swept through their own souls. 9 
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he is a re warder of them that diligently seek him” (Hebrews 


11 : 6 ). 


Faith is absolutely necessary to please God, and this faith i 
presuppositional: 

1. Faith believes in God’s existence 

2. Faith believes God answers prayer 

Faith is not based upon rationalism. Human reason has nothing 
to do with it. True faith is “the substance of things hoped for, the 
evidence of things not seen” (Hehrews 11:1). Faith deals in those 
things that are not seen, things that are nut discernible to the human 
senses, or by the natural mind. 




. . .There are two methods of New Testament textual 
criticism, the consistently Christian and the naturalistic 
method. These two methods deal with the same materials, 
the same Greek manuscripts, and the same translations 
and biblical quotations, but they interpret these materials 
differently. The consistently Christian method interprets 
the materials of New Testament textual criticism in ac¬ 


cordance with the doctrines of the divine inspiration and 
providential preservation of the Scriptures. The naturalistic 
method interprets these same materials in accordance with 


its own doctrine that the New Testament is nothing more 

than 


human book. . .modern Bible-belicving scholars 
have taken very little interest in the concept of consistent¬ 
ly Christian New Testament textual criticism. For more 
than a century most of them have been quite content to 
follow in this area the naturalistic methods of Tischen- 


dorf, Tregelles, and Westcott and Hort. 
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lip service to inspiration, it allows no room for preservation. Thus 
the inspiration becomes meaningless. 

Warfield himself says it is 


. . .A matter of common consent that the writers of the 
New Testament books looked upon what they called ‘Scrip¬ 
ture’ as divinely safeguarded in even its verbal expression, 
and as divinely trustworthy in all its parts, in all its 
elements, and all its affirmations of whatever kind. 




If this is so, and it certainly is, why can we not believe the 
preservation of the Scripture is divinely safeguarded? All of the 
affirmations as to original inspiration are worthless if we do not 
know what the originals said! One of Warfield’s strongest testimonies 
i6 to the Scripture’s internal witness to its inspiration. But it testifies 
just as strongly to its preservation. 

Can we subject the Holy Scriptures to rationalistic analysis? 
Can the Word of God be submitted to the same tests one would 
use to determine the original text of ancient MSS with human 

authors? 

Pickering quotes Matthew Black: 


The difference between sacred writings in constant 
popular and ecclesiastical use and the work of a classical 
author has never been sufficiently emphasized in the tex¬ 
tual criticism of the New r Testament. Principles valid for 
the textual restoration of Plato or Aristotle cannot be ap¬ 
plied to sacred texts such as the Gospels (or the Pauline 
Epistles). We cannot assume that it is possible by a sif¬ 
ting of ‘scribal errors’ to arrive at the prototype or autograph 
text of the Biblical writer. 
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in view of the alternatives. 

What is needed in our generation is a re-evaluation of the KJV, 
a fresh understanding of its background, and a new appreciation 
for those things which commends it to us. 


The Origin of the King James Version 


Many things go into the making of a Bible translation. While 
all Bible translators would insist they have the purest of motives, 
motives tend to be truly purified in times of pressure, struggle, and 
even persecution. The KJV is the product of such a time. 

“Bloody Mary,” Mary Tudor, had tried mightily, but unsuc¬ 
cessfully, to surrender the Church of England to the Church of Rome. 
She was succeeded by Elizabeth, who reasserted the independence 
of the Church of England from Rome. Elizabeth, a devout queen, 
memorized theological writings in order to be able to carry on a 
conversation on such subjects. During her reign, the reformers re¬ 
turned to England from Geneva, Switzerland, where they had fled 
during the tenure of Mary Tudor. Geneva was of course the 

stronghold of John Calvin, and the reformers brought back with 
them a new translation of the Bible produced while in exile, the 
Geneva Bible. For some sixty years, this was the most important 
Bible in England. 

In 1603 James, a distant relative of Elizabeth, ascended to the 
throne. His father was a French Catholic prince who had died at 

an early age, leaving James to be reared by the Scottish Presbyterian 

nobles in the pattern of John Knox, after the strict tradition of 
CalvinisLic Presbyterianism. Though young, James was well 
educated and became king of both England and Scotland. 

Shortly before this time, in 1582, the Catholic Jesuit Bible had 

been produced, and the devout Protestants believed it was spreading 
poison among the people. And though Protestant Bibles were 
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(n Januarv of 1604. at a conference of bishops and Puritan 
s held at Hampton Oiurt. king James consuleml the Millenary 
Petition, so called because it was signed by some 1,000 ministers. 

other things. I)r. John Reynolds, the Puritan who presented 
the petition, requested that king James authorise a new transla¬ 
tion of the Bible, "such versions as are extant not answering to 

original." 1 The new translation was to include no notes or com- 

. a scholar who had done some translating 
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Protestantism; 6 whereas, the Revised Version was bom after 
fifty years (1833-1883) of terrific Romanizing campaigns, 
when one convulsion after another rocked the mental 
defenses of England and broke down the ascendency of 
the Protestant mentality in that empire. The King James 
Version was bom of the Reformation; the Revised Ver¬ 
sions and some modern Bibles were born of Higher 
Criticism and Romanizing activities. . . . 2 


6 The KJ V was the crowning fruit of a series of transla 
tions made in the Reformation period—Tyndale, Cover 
dale, Matthews, Geneva, and Bishops 1 Bible. 


The spiritual climate during the era of King James was in prime 
condition for the translating of the Bible. The overriding concern 
was for purity, simplicity, and truth. The KJV was the product 

of such concern. 


The Translators of the King James Version 


The fifty-four men appointed by King James were among the 
most learned scholars of the day. The Puritan element on the com¬ 
mittee was strong. Of the number of men involved, Paine says, 


Though the king had named fifty-four learned men, 
he intended many more to share in the work. Some lists 
today name only forty-6eveu but I have found more than 
the fifty-four, if 
died. The final 

countless unknown linguists. 


we include replacements for those who 
version contains contributions from 
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The Search for the Word of God 


brightest students to his home and, from eight until eleven o’clock 
at night, instructed them in Greek and Hebrew. Andrewes knew 
fifteen languages and was so skilled in their use that someone sug¬ 
gested he could have “served as an interpreter general at the con¬ 
fusion of tongues. 


”5 


Dr. John Reynolds 


The Puritan who had represented their view to King James at 
Hampton Court, Dr. Reynolds had, as a youth, been converted from 
Roman Catholicism. At Corpus Christi College, Oxford, he “whol¬ 
ly addicted himself” to the study of the Scriptures. He read all 
of the Latin and Greek fathers and all the ancient records of the 
church that he could find. In 1592 he wrote a pamphlet, “The Over¬ 
throw of Stage Plays,” in which he insisted, based on Deuteronomy 
22:5, that it is sinful for a man to wear a woman’s clothing, a6 

was commonly done on the English stage. His concern for morali¬ 
ty is seen in the pamphlet, where he asserted, “They meditate how 

they may inflame a teuder youth with love, entice him to dalliance, 
to whoredom, to incest, inure their minds and bodies to uncomely, 
dissolute, railing, boasting, knavish, foolish, brainsick, drunken 
conceits, words and gestures.” Reynolds also attacked other cur¬ 
rent forms of entertainment: “You say that there is a lime for sports, 
plays, dances, a time for earnest studies.. . . Time of recreation 
is necessary, I grant, and think as necessary for scholars that are 
scholars indeed. ... Yet, in my opinion, it were not fit for them 
to play at stool ball among wenches, nor at mum chance and maw 
with idle loose companions, nor at trunks in guildhalls, nor to dance 
about the maypole, nor to rifle in ale houses, nor to carouse in 
taverns, nor to rob orchards.” He was said to have a phenomenal 
memory. 6 
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Dr. Adrian Saravia 


The oldest of the translators, Saravia was born of a Spanish 

father and Flemish mother. He had first-hand knowledge of Spanish 
and Dutch scholars, which aided the translators. 10 11 


Dr. John Lay field 


Skilled in architecture, Dr. Layfield’s judgment was of great 
value in the translation of the passages dealing with the tabernacle 

and temple. He was a Fellow of Trinity, Cambridge in 1585 and 

Greek lecturer in 1593. Afterwards, he traveled abroad, returning 
to become rector of St. Clement Danes in London. 


12 13 


Richard Thomson 


One of the younger translators in the Westminster Hebrew group, 

Thomson earned his B.A. at Clare Hall, Cambridge, and his M.A. 
from both Cambridge and Oxford. He was described by Richard 

Montagu as “a most admirable philologer. . .better known in Ita¬ 
ly, France and Germany than at home. 


”14 15 


William Bedweu 


Having earned his M.A. from St. John's College, Cambridge, 

Bedwell became known as “the Father of Arabic studies in 
England." He authored the Lexicon Heptaglotton in seven folio 
volumes, including Hebrew, Syriac, Chaldee, and Arabic. Not on¬ 
ly was he an Oriental scholar, but a mathematician, and possessed 
a fine library of books on mathematics and astronomy. 
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on the Bible, he spent much time in fervent prayer and meditation 
and looked forward with increasing anticipation for heaven. He 
was strongly opposed to Rome, and, when leaving the college, would 
call the men together and “commend them to the love of God and 
to the abhorrence of popery.” According to his biographer, “He 
loved and he longed for God, for the presence of God, and for the 
full enjoyment of Him. His soul was framed for heaven, and could 
find no rest till it came there. His dying prayer was—‘Come, 0 
come. Lord Jesus, Thou Morning Star! Come, Lord Jesus; I desire 

to be dissolved, and to be with Thee!’ ” His degrees included the 

B.A., M.A., B.D., and D.D. 23 24 


Dr. Richard Kilbye 


An expert Hebrew and Greek scholar, Kilbye was also an ar¬ 
dent preacher. In a sermon titled “The Burden of a Loaden Con- 

he implored, “All manner of people, young and old, take 
heed by me. Have no more Gods but one. . . . Consider well what 
He hath done for you. He made you at the first like unto Himself, 
in wisdom and holiness, and when you were by sin made like the 
devil, and must therefore have been condemned to hell torments, 
God sent His only son who taking him a body and soul, was a 
man and suffered great wrong and shameful death, to secure your 
pardon, and to buy you out of the devil's bondage, that ye might 

be renewed to the likeness of God. . .to the end ye might be fit to 
keep company with all saints in the joys of heaven.” Holding the 

degrees of B.A., M.A., B.D., and D.D., he authored a work on Ex¬ 
odus from Hebrew commentators. 
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thus reudered, would then settle on the final draft of the 
These drafts were then submitted to the other committees, who went 
over them as well. In the end, the entire work was gone over by 
a select committee, then once again by two of that group. Thus, 
every portion of Scripture was gone over at least fourteen times 
before it was presented to the press. 

The rules by which the translation was to be carried out are 
as follows: 

1. The ordinary Bible read in church, commonly called the 

Bishops' Bible, to be followed and as little altered as the 
truth of the original will permit. 

2. The names of the prophets and the holy writers with the 

other names of the text to be retained as nigh as may be, 
accordingly as they were vulgarly used. 

3. The old ecclesiastical words to be kept, viz. the word 

“church” not to be translated “congregation.” 

4. When a word hath divers significations, that to be kept 

which hath been most commonly used by most of the an¬ 
cient fathers. 

5. The division of the chapters to be altered either not at all 

or as little as may be. 

6. No marginal notes at all to be affixed, but only for the 

explanation of the Hebrew or Greek words, which cannot 
without some circumlocution be so briefly and fitly ex¬ 
pressed in the text. 

7. Such quotations of places to be marginally set down as 

shall serve for the fit reference of one scripture to another. 

8. Every particular man of each company to take the same 

chapter or chapters, and having translated or amended them 
severally by himself, where he thinketh good, all to meet 
together to confer when they have done, and agree for their 
parts what shall stand. 
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The translation of the KJV, as contrasted with that of the RV, 

was a public matter. Rather than the secrecy which surrounded 
the introduction of W-H’s Greek text and the subsequent transla¬ 
tion, the men of the KJV openly shared their work with those not 

involved directly with the translation, asking their counsel 

and advice. 


even 


The Text of the King James Version 


We notice that the KJV stands apart from all other transla¬ 
tions on every point, its origin, its translators, its method, its 
language, its acceptance, but the most significant difference of all 
is that of the text used. 

Miles Smith said. 


If you ask what they had before them, truly it was the 
Hebrew text of the Old Testament, the Greek of the 
New. . .whence should a translation be made, but out of 
them? . . .Neither did we run over the wo rk 
with. . .haste. . .neither were we harred or hindered from 
going over it again, having once done it. . .neither. . .were 
we the first that fell in hand with translating the Scrip¬ 
ture into English, and consequently destitute of former 
helps. .. . Neither did we think much to consult the 
translators or commentators, Chaldee , Hebrew, Syrian, 
Greek, or Latin, no, nor the Spanish, French , Italian, or 
Dutch; neither did we disdain to revise that which we had 
done, and to bring hack to the anvil that which we had 
hammered: but having and using as great helps as were 
needful, and fearing no reproach for slowness, nor coveting 
praise for expedition, we have at the length, through the 
good hand of the Lord upon us, brought the work to that 

pass that you see. 
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His, and others, efforts were destined to fall into disuse, however, 
as the common people—who were supposed to be unable to under¬ 
stand the KJV, continued its use. 

The language of the KJV has been termed “Elizabethan” and 
“Shakespearean.” But 


. . .The English of the King James Version is not the 
English of the early 17th century. To be exact, it is not 
a type of English that was ever spoken anywhere. It is 
biblical English, which was not used on ordinary occa¬ 
sions even by the translators who produced the King James 
Version.. .. The King James Version.. .owes its merit, not 
to 17th-century English—which was very different—but to 
its faithful translation of the original. Its style is that of 
the Hebrew and of the New Testament Greek. 




But what of the words which, to us, seem strange; would it not 
be wise to change “thee” and “thou” to “you,” and to make other 
modernizations of the “outdated” English? 


Even in their use of thee and thou the translators were 
not following 17th-century English usage but biblical 
usage, for at the time these translators were doing their 
work these singular forms had already been replaced by 
the plural you in polite conversation. 




Though the translators of the King James Version could have 
made a “modern-speech” translation for their day, using “you 
do today’s modem-speech versions, they retained “thee” and “thou.” 
Why? The significance is seen when we realize that “thee” and 
“thou” can only be singular, while “you 

or plural. The translators of the KJV used “thee” and “thou” in 
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English such as the King James has in its pages.. . . This 
has meant that since the early sixteen hundreds to the pres* 
ent, we have an English language that is comprehensible 
to us. [If] you go back a hundred years or so before the 
King James English you'll find the language a little dif¬ 
ficult to understand. You have to almost learn it. [If] you 
go back to Chaucer. . .you can see how different the 
language is. . .the pronounciation is even more different 
because there was no fixity. . .but [if] you go back a hun¬ 
dred years before Chaucer. . .it’s hopeless. . . . But the Bible 
has given fixity to the modem languages of Europe and 
this has made progress possible.. . . 


36 


Specific words which would be foreign to the average reader 
are few, and their meaning is often easily cleared up in the margin, 
or can certainly be determined by consulting any reputable dic¬ 
tionary. Would we expect a person to read a book of the magnitude, 
majesty, and nature of the Holy Bible, and be able to breeze through 
it as easily as a novel? It is surely not unreasonable to expect to 

do a certain amount of study and research when one comes to the 

Holy Scriptures. 

Any perceived “archaisms” found in the KJV form no basis 
for an entirely new translation. Such thinking would, if followed 
to its logical conclusion, demand that we reduce the language of 
the Holy Word to the lowest common denominator, on the same 
level with the newspaper and funny papers. But the force of the 
Word of God has always been to lift people up to its level, rather 
than to sink to the level of the lowest vocabulary and grammar. 

It is safe to predict that all modem-speech versions will ultimate¬ 
ly suffer the fate of their predecessors. After much advertisement, 
promotion, and some acceptance, they will gradually fade into the 

background. The language changes so quickly through colloquialisms. 
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An English Revised Version was published in 1885 and 
an American Revised Version in 1901, and since then 
learned but misguided men have sought to produce transla¬ 
tions that should be mathematically accurate, and in the 
plain speeeh of everyday. But the Authorized Version has 

never yielded to any of them, for it is palpably aud 
whelmingly better than they are, just as it is better than 
the Greek New Testament, or the Vulgate, or the Sep- 
tuagint. Its English is extraordinarily simple, pure, elo¬ 
quent, and lovely. It is a mine of lordly and incomparable 

poetry, at once the most stirring and tbe most touching 
ever heard of. 


many 


over 




It is not likely that such a book will soon be replaced in favor 
of another. 


The Acceptance of the King Janies Version 


Within fifty years of its release, the King James Version became 
the overwhelming favorite of the people. This was, and remains, 
its true “authorization.” As Hills suggests, the common people seem 
to have an unerring ability to sort out the true Word of God. 

While some one hundred different translations have been 
rendered since the KJV, and though millions of dollars have been 
spent in their promotion (promotion which, at the same lime, finds 
it necessary to belittle tbe KJV), each has gradually, quietly, passed 
inlo disuse. The “common-speech” versions of the early part of this 
century, when compared with the KJV, seem hopelessly out of date. 

We would surely be blinded to fail to recognize the hand of 
God in this remarkable preservation of the KJV. 
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for rendering the translation, and their method in rendering it. It 
will be informative to examine some of these aspects of the transla¬ 
tions which have been made since 1611. We will not examine them 

all, just those which are better known and are representative of 
the newer versions. 


The Revised Version 


It may be thought strange that we would reexamiue the cir¬ 
cumstances surrounding the RY of 1881. But the reason is simple: 
The R V, rather than being a true revision at alt, was a new transla¬ 
tion based on the new text formulated by W-H, and it is that text, 
to the largest degree, which forms the basis for the modem versions. 

We have already examined the two MSS which were almost 
slavishly followed in the construction of the text for the RV New 
Testament; they have been found lacking. But what of the men 
who translated the RV? And what method was used in determin¬ 
ing what would in their opinion, be the true text? We will examine 

both of these questions in turn. 


The Translators 


Dr. G. Vance Smith 

Minister of St. Saviour's Gate Unitarian Chapel, York, Smith 

was seated on the revision committee in the face of a storm of pro¬ 
test from conservative scholars and ministers. Dr. Westcott invited 
Smith to participate in a Communion service in Westminster Ab¬ 
bey with the other revisers. In a letter to The Times dated July 
11, 1870, Smith asserted that he “received the sacrament without 

joining in the Creed and without compromise of his principles as 
a 'Unitarian/ ” l He, of course, denied the deity of Jesus Christ. 
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which the work contains are of little importance from a 

doctrinal point of view. . . . To the writer, any such state¬ 
ment appears to be in the most substantial sense contrary 
to the facts of the case. 5 


Dr. Smith’s book, Bible and Theology, revealed his beliefs to 
be practically that of Christianized infidelity. 6 


Dean Stanley 

This member of the revision committee did not believe that the 
Pentateuch was the work of Moses. Indeed, he professed that the 
first five books of the Bible “are colored not unfrequently by the 
necessary infirmities w 
which they were 

dogmatists” those who “believe the Bible, and the Bible only. 

“Dean Stanley believed that the Word of God did not dwell in the 

Bible alone, but that it dwelt in the sacred hooks of other religions 
as well. 


hich belong to the human instruments by 
conveyed. . . . 


”7 


He described as “modern 


”8 


779 


J. H. Newman 

Formerly an Oxford divine, Newman was made a Cardinal in 

the Roman Catholic Church after he left the Church of England. 
His Gnosticism is described by Dr. S. Parkes Cadman: 


From the fathers, Newman also derived a speculative 
angelology which described the unseen universe as in¬ 
habited by hosts of intermediate beings who were spiritual 
agents between God and creation. . . . Indeed, Newman’s 
cosmogony was essentially Gnostic, and echoed the 

teachings of Cerinthus, who is best entitled to he considered 
as the link between the Judaizing and Gnostic sects. 

Cardinal Newman believed that tradition and the Catholic 
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differences of these two groups were few. Schaff had a “revolutionary 

influence on American theology through his bold Romanizing 
policy. 


“13 


German philosophy early taught the development of 
humanity through the self-evolution of the absolute spirit. 

The outstanding advocates of this latter philosophy, Schell- 
ing and Hegel, were admitted pantheists. Their theory was 
applied to theology in the hands of Schleiermacher whose 
follower was Dr. Schaff, and whom Dr. Schaff characterizes 
as “the greatest theological genius” since the Reformation. 

He also said, “There is not to be found now a single 
theologian of importance, in whom the influence of bis 
great mind is not more or less to he traeed. 
of Schleierm a cher’s philosophy and theology was 
acknowledged by such men as Dorner to be “Thoroughly 
pantheistic. 

It is no wonder then, that when Dr. Schaff sat in the Parlia¬ 
ment of Religions at the Chicago World’s Fair in 1893, he was 
so happy among the Buddhists, Confucianists, Shmtoisls, and other 
world religions, that he said he would be willing to die among 
them. 




The basis 


”14 




”15 


W. F. Moulton 

Along with Thirwall, Westcott, Hort, and Milligan, Moulton 

was influenced by the teaching of Coleridge, a contemporary of 
Schleiermacher, who “had been to Germany and returned a fer¬ 
vent devotee of its theology and textual criticism. . . . His influence 
upon his own age, and especially upon its younger men of genius, 
was greater than that of any other Englishman.” Coleridge is 
variously identified as “Unitarian,” “Metaphysical,” and “Pan¬ 
theistic.” It is said that he held “views of inspiration as low as 
the rationalists. 
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two men, who, we could say, were the principle voices on the revi¬ 
sion committee. It was their Greek text, which had been some twenty- 
eight years in development, that was accepted by the majority of 
the revisers as the basis for their work in the New Testament. 

Both men had strong sympathies w'ith Romanism and rejected 
the Scriptural account of Creation. 

Were there none who approached the revision with more noble 
motives and an intention to carry out the commission given by the 
southern half of the Church of England, i.e. to simply revise the 
KJV where necessary? Yes, there were Wilberforee and Scrivener. 
But Wilberforee resigned in protest over the seating of the Unitarian 
on the committee, and Dr. Scrivener was left with a minority posi¬ 
tion to attempt to vindicate the Majority Text against the precon¬ 
ceived attacks of W-H. 


F. H. Scrivener 

Sir Robert Anderson describes the challenge before the revisers: 


The question at issue between the majority of the 
Revisers, who followed Doctors Hort and Westcott, and 
the very able and weighty minority led by Dr. Scrivener, 
the most capable and eminent “textual critic” of the whole 
company, was one with which every lawyer is familiar, 
but of which the Revisers may have had no experience, 
and with which they were not competent to deal. 




That Hort and Scrivener were on opposite sides of the issue 
is pointed out by Alfred Martin: 


It soon became evident that the New Testament com¬ 
mittee was not going to be content merely to revise the 
Authorized Version, but was determined to revise the 


162 






The Search for the Word of God 


Committee over the Greek Text “was often a kind of critical 
duel between Dr. Hort and Dr. Scrivener.” Dr. Scrivener 
was continuously and systematically out-voted. 




Doubtless, a major reason W-H were successful in seeing their 
Greek text adopted by the committee is that they carefully planned 
their strategy in advance. By coming into the session with Lightfoot 
already agreed with them, they presented a united front which must 
have been formidable to those among them who did not have the 
background in textual criticism to qualify them for such decisions. 

There were, of course, others on the revision committees, but 
those of which we have here spoken were the most influential. Par¬ 
ticularly, W-H were successful in persuading the majority of the 
members to adopt the readings favorable to their privately con¬ 
structed text. 




In view of all the facts it seems clear that, not until 
after the Committee had disbanded, and their work had 
come under the scrutiny of able scholars and faithful men, 
were they themselves aware that they had seemingly given 
their official sanction to the substitution of the “New Greek 
Text ” of Westcott and Hort for the Textus Receptus. The 
Westcott and Hort Text had not yet been published, and 
hence had never been subjected to scrutiny and criticism; 
nor had the principles upon which it was constructed been 
investigated. Only after it was too late were the facts real¬ 
ized, even by the Revisers themselves. 

Nor is it difficult to understand. . .that many of their 
less resolute and decided colleagues must often have heen 
completely carried off their feet by the persuasiveness and 
resourcefulness, and zeal of Hort, backed by the great 
prestige of Lightfoot, the popular Canon of St. Paul's, and 
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ha ve seen, was fatally obsessed by a vicious theory) and 
thereupon, in summary fashion, they “settled” the Text 
by a majority vote. Can we possibly have any confidence 
in a Text that was “settled” by such a slap-dash method? 29 


It seems too much to ask reasonable people to accept a transla¬ 
tion, or a series of translations (meaning those based on the W-H 
theory which have followed the RV) which departs from the Ma¬ 
jority Text in the New Testament in some 6,000 places in the Greek 
alone, which departures were based solely on the majority vote of 
a committee admittedly already in favor of such alterations, follow¬ 
ing a debate by only two men! What a casual manner in which 
to determine the Word of God! 

But then, there were those who, though in favor of the revi¬ 
sion, doubted that the actual text of God’s word could ever be 
restored. Dorus Clarke, writing in advance of the revision, said. 


The time has not come,—perhaps will never come, 
unless some Tischendorf discovers the Apostolic autographs 
themselves,—to settle upon a text which is absolutely cor¬ 
rect. The Revisers will therefore be obliged, by a com¬ 
parison of all the ancient MSS. which are known, to form 
their own text. . .as they proceed with their work. 




Clarke optimistically predicted that the revisers would need to 

all the ancient MSS” in order to “form their own text.” 

as they proceed.” This was not done. In truth, 
the comparison had already been done beforehand by W-H (though 
it wasn’t really a comparison of all the MSS; B and Aleph were 
given the preference), and the rest of the committee had to make 
the decision to side with them or Scrivener, almost purely on the 
basis of oral arguments alone. 


compare 
They were to do this 
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The problem of establishing the correct Hebrew and 
Aramaic text of the Old Testament is very different from 
the corresponding problem in the New Testament. For the 
New Testament we have a large number of Greek 
manuscripts, preserving many variant forms of the text. 
Some of them were made only two or three centuries later 
than the original composition of the books. For the Old 
Testament only late manuscripts survive. . .based on a 
standardized form of the text established many centuries 

after the hooks were written. 

The present revision is based on the consonantal 
Hebrew and Aramaic text as fixed early in the Christian 
era and revised by Jewish scholars (the “Masoretes”) of 

the sixth to ninth centuries. . . . 

Sometimes it is evident that the text has suffered in 

transmission, but none of the versions provides a satisfac¬ 
tory restoration. Here we can only follow the best judg¬ 
ment of competent scholars as to the most proha hie 
reconstruction of the original text. 


34 


At first, we are led to think that, because the prohlein of 
establishing the text of the New Testament is “very different” from 
that of the Old Testament, perhaps the text of the Old Testament 
is quite firmly settled. But we then note that the text used for the 
Old Testament by the RSV translators was “established many cen¬ 
turies after the books were written.” (Italics mine.) Not only that, 
but this text has “suffered in transmission” and “satisfactory restora¬ 
tion” has not been forthcoming. We are left to trust the “best judg¬ 
ment of competent scholars.” And then we have only a “probable 
reconstruction of the original text”! This, of course, is simply the 

revisers’ opinion of the Masoretic text, which has been preserved 

with great diligence through the providence of God by Jewish scribes 
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the transmission of the Old Testament had heen done with 
precision, extending to the very names of men and places. 

But if the RSV offers only a 
Old Testament text, it fares 


great 


probable reconstruction” of the 
even worse in the New Testament. 


It 


The King James Version of the New Testament was 
based upon a Greek text that was marred by mistakes, con¬ 
taining the accumulated errors of fourteen centuries of 
manuscript copying. 


36 


Here is seen the same prejudice against the Majority Text as 
evidenced by W-II. We are to believe that the great translations 
of the Reformation era were based on a text “marred by mistakes” 
with 1,400 years worth of errors! We reject this view, believing that 
God’s Word is preserved in the great majority of Greek MSS, and 
that it is instead the minority of MSS, which disagree violently 
among themselves, that are “marred by mistakes. 

Oswald T. Allis addressed the question, “Is the Revised Stand 

ard Version a ‘Liberal’ Version?” 




Unless the distinction between “conservative and 
“higher critic” or “liberal” is to pass utterly into the discard, 
few if any will endeavor to maintain that this revision was 
prepared by a group of conservative scholars. Evidence 
to the contrary is too clear and too abundant. . . . 

If by a “liberal” version is meant a version which 
represents a lax and “liberal” attitude to the question of 
the plenary, verbal inspiration and the divine authority 

of Scripture, then RSV is clearly 6uch a version. 


37 


Though Allis agrees it might be possible for a translation not 
to be marred by the liberal views of the translators {I do not agree; 
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Consider Mark 1:1: 


The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son 


of God. 


A footnote helps “clear this up”: 


Other ancient authorities omit the Son of God. 


A comparison of the RSV with other modem versions will prove 
that, indeed, Allis was right. It shares the same character with each 
of the others; it is corrupted in the same places; they are all based 
on the same erroneous textual theory of W-H. 


New American Standard Bible 


Most present day conservatives have little interest in the RV, 
ASV, or RSV, for they realize the modernistic bias of the translators. 

But two versions which have ostensibly been translated by con¬ 
servatives and which are both widely promoted and used among 
conservatives, are the New American Standard Bible and the New 
International Version. Are these translations really different from 
their predecessors? Can the conservative, Bible-believing Christian 

trust them? 

One can hardly help but be amused at the Preface to the NASB. 
The translators express a conviction 


. . .That interest in the American Standard Version 
1901 should be renewed and increased. . .the version of 
1901. . .deserves and demands perpetuation. . . .The 
American Standard Version of 1901 was fast disappear¬ 
ing from the scene.. . . Recognizing a responsibility to 
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difference between this “modern version (really the RV of 1881 
dressed up in a new suit) and the Holy Bible that has been the 
standard for hundreds of years. These examples could, of course, 

be multiplied many times. 


Isaiah 53:10 


Yet it pleased the LORD to bruise him; he hath put 

him to grief: when thou shall make his soul an offering 

for sin. 


44 




KJV 


“But the LORD was pleased 
To crush Him, putting Him to grief; 

If He would render Himself as a guilt offering.”-NASB 


Hosea 11:12 


Ephraim compasseth me about with lies, and the house 
of Israel with deceit: but Judah yet ruleth with God, and 
is faithful with the saints.”-KJV 


44 


Ephraim surrounds Me with lies. 

And the house of Israel with deceit; 

Judah is also unruly against God, 

Even against the Holy one who is faithful.”-NASB 


44 


Matthew 12:6 


But I say unto you. That in this place is one greater 
than the temple.”—KJV 


44 


“But I say to you, that something greater than the tem¬ 
ple is here. 


NASB 
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The NASB omits this verse. A footnote reads, “Later 
mss. add vs. 26. . . . 




Mark 16:9-20 


The KJV includes these verses without question. 


The NASB includes them in hrackets, with a footnote 
reading, “Some of the oldest mss. omit from verse 9 through 

20.” The oldest MSS referred to are B and Aleph. But, 

as we have seen earlier, these MSS are exceedingly cor¬ 
rupt. However, B, when it comes to Mark 16:9-20, actual¬ 
ly leaves blank space sufficient to insert the passage, the 
only blank space so left in the MSS! Thus, instead of testi¬ 
fying against the passage, it witnesses for it. Aleph alone 
is left, and it stands in the face of the thousands of Greek 
MSS which contain Mark 16:9-20. 


Luke 2:33 


“And Joseph and his mother marvelled at those things 
which were spoken of him.”—KJV 


“And His father and mother were amazed at the things 
which were being said about Him. 


NASB 


Luke 11:2 


“And he said unto them. When ye pray, say. Our Father 
which art in heaven, Hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom 
come. Thy will be done, as in heaven, so in earth.”-KJV 


And He said to them, ‘When you pray, say: 
Father, hallowed be Thy name. 

Thy kingdom come. 


At 


NASB 


1 M 
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John 6:33 


For the bread of God is he which cometh down from 
heaven, and giveth life unto the world.”-KJV 


44 


For the bread of God is that which comes down out 
of heaven, and gives life to the world, 
reads, “Or, He who comes.” If the translation can be “He 
who comes,” why isn’t it translated that way? 


44 




NASB A footnote 


John 6:69 


And we believe and are sure that thou art that Christ 
the Son of the living God.”—KJV 




And we have believed and have come to know that 

You are the Holy One of God.”-NASB 




John 7:53-8:11 


The KJV includes this passage without question. 


The NASB includes the passage in brackets. A foot¬ 
note reads, “John 7:53-8:11 is not found in most of the 
old mss.” This is untrue. Out of 73 MSS in the British 

Museum, 61 have the passage. It is the witness of the Ma¬ 
jority Text. 


John 8:9 


And they which heard it, being convicted by their 

went out one by one.”—KJV 




own conscience 


And when they heard it, they began to go out one 
one. 


tt 


by 


NASB 
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For I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power 
of God for salvation to every one who believes, to the Jew 

first and also to the Greek.”—NASB 




I Corinthians 5:7 


For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for us: 




KJV 




For Christ our Passover also has been 
sacrificed.”—NAS B 


4 t 


I Corinthians 6:20 

For ye are bought with a price: therefore glorify God 
in your body, and in your spirit, which are God’s.”-KJ V 


Li 


For you have been bought with a price: therefore 
glorify God in your body.”—NASB 




I Corinthians 11:24 

And when he had given thanks, he brake it, and said. 
Take, eat: this is my body, which is broken for you”-KJV 




And when He had given thanks, He broke it, and 
said, ‘This is My body, which is for you 
note reads, “Some ancient mss. read, is broken. 




NASB A foot- 


9 99 




II Corinthians 5:17 

Old things are passed away; behold, all things are 
become new.”—KJV 




The old things passed away; behold, new things have 
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never has been proven and never can be proven, hasically that 
developed by W-H, and as such preserves for us the readings of 
the RV. Should it not be obvious that neither the RV nor the ASV 
“deserves and demands perpetuation”? Both have faded into ob¬ 
livion. Though the present promotion is great, it is safe to say that 
the NASB will suffer the same fate. It will not be providentially 
preserved by God, for it deletes and calls into question many of 

Hi6 Holy Words. 


New International Version 


Our remarks here about the NIV will be brief, for we have 
discussed it in depth previously. (See chapters one and two.) It is, 
with the NASB, a version which is being highly promoted to and 
somewhat accepted by conservatives. The NIV, however, rests upon 
the same textual principles as the RV, ASV, RSV, and NASB. Its 
New Testament text is admittedly an “eclectic” one. We have already 

discussed eclecticism, but note van Bruggen: 


Eclecticism is always a subjective matter and only 
creates new mixed texts. The criteria of eclecticism also 
contradict each other 97 . Now that considerable agreement 
concerning the text exists in the broad stream of the text- 
tradition, there is no need to resort to eclecticism. Copies 
of a corrupt text-form in the 2nd century, accidently sav¬ 
ed, would then receive a place equal to that of copies from 
many other centuries which are generally accepted as 

faithful copies. 




97 A reading which is preferable because of “the style 
and vocabulary of the author throughout the book 
because of “the immediate context” is on the other hand 




182 



Ti 




i 


i 


p 




■I 


j 


i. 






vMI 


i 




t 


l 


l 


V 


I 


h 


ft 


ii r 


i 


i 


i 


I 


I 


I 


il i 


I 


i 


t 


i 


I 


I 


I 


I 


fj 




i 


i 


i 


i 


i 




i 


: r i 


i 


i 


i 




i 


i 


i 


if: 


i 


i 


i 


11 iii 171 1 1 


1 1 


1 




1 


i 


1 


k 


M 1 1 


'[Mil 


4 


k 


i 


k 


I 


I 


' I 4 J kJ J 


I 


i ‘ 


1 


i ■ f 1 


1 


I] 11 


t f ■; 


■ 11 1 1 


1 


1 


11 r 


1 


1 


1 i 


v 1 


1 


1 


'll 


1 


I? 


1 


1 


1 .4 1 


1 


k 


I 


>11 i 


I P 


IJ_. 


■ ' 


1 


m pi ■ 1 t 


IT >1 I 


:i 


k 


I 


I ■_ 


I 


r 


I :rri Wl 




I 


I 


*' I l.MI 


1 1 V 


I 


I 


■d 


k 


rliill 


1 kl B l I 


1:1 V 


1 


1 


' c 1 


1 


l 


>■( 


i 


111 


i I 


I 




1 


P 


IiTTp 


k 


k 


k 


I 


1 


I I M I | 


t 


k 


l 


I k | 


V I .■ I 


I 


I ■ I 


I 


I 


t I 


k 


. * I 


1 .» 


different iranftlatiofu have 


I p 


I 1 


i I 


• k 


1 


1 


1 ■ n 


1 


1 


1 


of Moffatt, 

in the RSV. He did 

inapiralion of 




I 


' I 


i 


kJ I Jl I 1^ I 


I 


:ni r 


1 


Ti^p 


p j 


71 ■ O 


* 1 


I I 


■ 11 




I 


I 


I 




1 : 








I p 


. # k 


l l l I l 


l I 


1 


I i 


r I 


k 


4 


1 »l ■ 1 


I I pH 


I I 


k 


p 




h 


I 


J 


I 


Ml 


I 


* 


1 


I 




h 



The Search for the Word of God 


paraphrase. Though Kenneth Taylor believes that “paraphrasing 
is often more accurate than a literal word-for-word rendition 


V42 


a paraphrase is really a commentary, rather than a translation. 
It is an effort to restate God’s thoughts in terms of man’s thoughts, 
which cannot be done. (See Isaiah 55:8, 9.) Taylor did not work 
directly with the Hebrew and Greek. Rather, the American Stand¬ 
ard Version of 1901 was the basis for his paraphrase. 43 So, again, 
in the Living Bible we have the RV and ASV “up-dated” in to¬ 
day’s language. If the NASB is not successful in rescuing the ASV 
from its inevitahle demise as a translation, the Living Bible will 
attempt to rescue it as a paraphrase! 

The Amplified Bible, another production of The Lockman Foun¬ 
dation, rests upon the same texts as the other modern versions and 
will be found to call the same passages into question and to delete 
the same portions of God’s Holy Word. Particularly puzzling is 
the claim of the Amplified Bible to use italics to “point out cer¬ 
tain familiar passages now recognized as not adequately supported 
by the original manuscripts.” 44 As just about anyone would ap¬ 
pear to know, scholar or nut, we have no original manuscripts! It 
does seem a bit presumptuous for the translators of this version 
to claim to know enough about MSS they have never seen to call 
portions of Scripture into question. A quick glance through a copy 
of this work will immediately reveal those portions the translators 
placed in italics because they are not “adequately supported by 
the original manuscripts.” (How adequate would the support of 


an original MS have to be?) Those who reject the theory of W-H 

believe, of course, that the text of the original MSS is preserved 


providentially in the Majority Text. 

The New English Bible, another recent translation, had Dr. 
C. H. Dodd as its Vice-Chairman and Director, and he gave 
“outstanding leadership and guidance to the project, bringing to 

the work scholarship, sensitivity, and an 


ever watchful eye.” He 
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Such a view of Scripture certainly would disqualify one from 
attempting to translate the great truths of the Word of God into 

any language. 

Then, there are many “one man versions,” or those translations 
rendered by one individual. It is extremely douhtful that any 
man would have sufficient wisdom, knowledge, understanding, 
spirituality, or discernment to adequately translate the Word of 

God accurately. We have already discussed Moffatt and Taylor. 
Then there is Phillips. Phillips’ view's seem to he similar to those 
of C. H. Dodd, whose work he recommends. Phillips accepts the 
“Q” document theory of the origin of the Book of Matthew, and 
says, “Though we may not like it, there is in fact very little sublime 
simplicity or simple grandeur in the original Greek of the four 

Gospels. 

Another “one man version” is Today’s English Version, the work 
of Dr. Robert Bratcher. Famous (or should we say infamous) for 
its deletion of the blood of Christ and the substitution of the word 
“death,” the TEV has been given the official approval of the 
Catholic Archbishop of Boston, Cardinal Richard Cushing. In a 
letter to Juhus C. Taylor on July 16, 1970, Dr. Bratcher said, “. . .the 

New Testament scriptures were written to specific situations, at 
specific times, to specific groups or individuals and in response 
to some fell need.” According to The Greenville News of November 
8, 1970, Bratcher said to a student, “If we build our faith wholly 
on the Bible, then we are building our faith on shifting sand. We 
must follow the facts or there is nothing to believe. We cannot literal¬ 
ly follow Jesus, only go in his direction.” 48 Obviously, Dr. Bratch¬ 
er’s view is not that of Biblically defined inspiration. If Scripture 
were written in response to a “felt need,” Holy men did not speak 
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost. It is easy to see why Bratch¬ 
er would call a faith in the Word only “shifting sand.” With the 
textual theories of modem textual critics resulting in texts which 
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Tim* Drrrmbrr, I960 issue of The renlectutal Herald carried 

hy I I'm- the King Jamnt Vernon. 
Included in thf response was a lengthy treatise from an instructor 
in a (ihriMian college. In lhi» chapter. I will present his mpinor 
to my article and my rejoinder. In the intern* of not offending 
any institution or individual. I will iw a fictitious name for the 
instructor. 


an article of mine rntitled. 
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h.A. 
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r will follow the format initiated by the instructor* 

i-e. raj original article is divided into sections to which he responds 

time. I will take the liberty of handling the rejoinder in 
manner. 
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ho has ever studied Hebrew or (> 
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translation of the Holy Bible. Maybe it’ 
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is enough to make your head swim. Take a look the next 
time you visit a Christian book store: The Revised Ver¬ 
sion, The American Standard Version, The Revised Stand¬ 
ard Version, The New American Standard, The Amplified 
Bible, Moffau’6 translation, Lamsa’s translation. The Ne 
International Version, Good News for Modem Man, the 
so-called Living Bible (which isn't a translation at all, but 
a paraphrase), and even the Cotton Patch Version! 

Where is the Word of God to be found in all this heap 

of genuine leather covers, paperback varieties, bluejcan 
backs and who knows what else? 

I lake my stand firmly and unequivocally on the side 
of the King James Version. 

It is becoming increasingly popular for Bible-loving 
people, including Penteeostals, to turn to some of the more 
“up-to-date” translations, with some preachers even using 
them regularly in their preaching and teaching. This, I 
believe, is the proverbial foot in the door whieh, if left 
unchecked, will ultimately bring about the compromise 

of the doctrines and standards we have held dear. Indeed, 

■ 

it will produee a generation of people who are at a total 
loss to know what God actually said. 

The limitations of this article will prevent us from 
discussing the vast quantity of material which is relevant 
to the issue at hand. However, at the end, I will suggest 

three books I believe every Christian who is concerned 
should read. 

Briefly, now, I will set forth a very few of the reasons 
why I stand with the King James Version. 

White’s Response 
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areas of the text are not dropped, it is equally important 
that unauthorized areas are not included. 


I fully agree. But 1 wonder if White has followed his thinking 
through to its logical conclusion. Does he know what areas are 
“unauthorized”? If he follows the theoretical reconstruction of tex¬ 
tual transmission created by W-ll, he probably thinks John 7:53-8:11 
and Mark 16:9-20 are included in the “unauthorized” areas. Does 


he ever preach or teach from these texts, or make reference to them 
in any way as the Word of God? Since a person’s salvation is en¬ 
dangered hy adding to or taking away from God’s Word (Revela¬ 
tion 22:18, 19), does he feel strongly enough ahout this to correct 

those he hears “erroneously” using these areas as God’s Word? I 9 
he sure the KJV adds unauthorized “Seripture”? If he is, and he 


recognizes the dire consequences of adding to God’s Holy Word 
how can he 


the KJV as the “basic scriptural text 
classes? There really is no middle ground here. Either the Word 
of God has been added to, or it hasn’t. Regardless of one’s posi¬ 
tion on this subject, he will recognize that, of all the translations 
on the market today, there are basically only two types of Bibles 
(see Chapter Three): the one translated from the Majority Text, which 
is a fuller text, and those translated from the Minority Text, which 
is a shorter text. One of these is wrong. Either the KJV has added, 
or the new versions have taken away. Whichever is the guilty culprit 
is a corrupt “Bible,” if God’s Word means anything when it warns 
of additions or deletions (Deuteronomy 4:2; Proverhs 30:6; Revela¬ 
tion 22:18, 19). Since White believes it is the KJV that is not the 
pure Word of God, it escapes me how he could use it at all! Does 
he point out to his students each of the nearly 6,000 places where 
the text underlying the KJV New Testament differs from that of 
the newer versions? If he does not, does he really helieve it is such 

a terrible thing to add to God’s Word? 
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Dr. David Otis Fuller 


graduate of Wheaton 
Academy and College and Princeton Seminary, Dr. Fuller 
studied under some of the greatest scholars in America, 
including Casper Wistar Hodge, grandson of theologian 
Charles Hodge; Robert Dick Wilson, the brilliant student 
of the O.T. who knew and spoke forty-five languages and 
dialects; J. Gresham Maehen, Greek scholar; and Cornelius 
Van Til, the philosopher. He pastored for some forty-five 
years and only recently stepped aside from the pastorate 
of the Wealthy Street Baptist Church in Grand Rapids, 
Michigan. Fuller helped found the Baptist Bible College 
and Seminary in Grand Rapids in 1941. He served as a 

trustee of Wheatou College for forty years. He has been 
on the Board of the Association of Baptists for World 


Evangelism since 1930, and has published between fif¬ 
teen and twenty books. One of these is Treasury of 
Evangelical Writings, first published by McGraw 
More recently, he has condensed and edited the works of 
many others in his three books: Which Bible?, True or 
False?, and Counterfeit or Genuine? 


HI. 


Dr. Jakob van Bruggen —called by D. A. ('arson 
(associate professor of New Testament at Trinity 
Evangelical Divinity School) “the most erudite defender 
of the Byzantine tradition 
New Testament at the Theological College of the Reform¬ 
ed Church in the Netherlands. He look his doctorate under 
Professor Dr. W. C. van Unnik and has written, among 
other things. The Ancient Text of the New Testament. 


Bruggen is Professor of 


van 


Dr. Wilbur N. Pickering— having worked extensively 
in linguistics for the past twenty years, Pickering is 
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Dr. Edward F. Hiiii-a graduatr of both Yale and Har¬ 
vard Dr. Hills is the author of The King James Version 

Defended. 
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rxegesis at Dallas Theological Seminary, Hodges has 
articles both in Fuller's Which Bible and the Journal of 
the Evangelical Theological Society. He is the co-editor 
of The Greek Xetv Testament According to the Majority 
Text . published by Thomas Nelson Publishers. 
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Theological Seminary, where his dissertation was entitled 
“A Critical Examination of the Westcotl-Hort Textual 
Theory.” An edited version of this work appears in Fuller’s 

Which Bible . 


John W. Burgon —ranked by K. W. Clarke along with 
Tregelles and Scrivener as one of the “great contemporaries” 
with Tischendorf, Burgon spent most of his adult life at 
Oxford, where he was Fellow of Oriel College and vicar 
of St. Mary’s (the University Church) and Gresham Pro¬ 
fessor of Divinity. Among other things, he wrote The Tradi¬ 
tional Text of the Holy Gospels and The Causes of the 
Corruption of the Traditional Text. 


Dr. Henry M. Morris —currently Director of the Institute 
for Creation Research and Professor of Apologetics at Chris¬ 
tian Heritage College, Dr. Morris is a graduate of the 

University of Minnesota. He has written many books on 
Christian evidences and the scientific accuracy of the Bible. 
In one of them. The Bible has the Answer, Morris takes 
a firm stand with the KJV and the Majority Text (pp. 

11-13). 


Jasper James Ray —a missionary and Bible teacher, Ray 

has caused many to see how important it is that we know 

which version is the Word of God. He has done this through 
his little book, God Wrote Only One Bible, and through 
various other publications. 


Now that we have given some of those who support the Ma¬ 
jority Text and the resultant KJV a bit of the respect they are due, 
I must point out that many, many more scholars could be 
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type is perfectly trustworthy”? 2 It is impossible for me to believe 
that the Biblical doctrines of inspiration and preservation give room 
for such notions. 

I suppose we could identify the word “conservative” to mean 
whatever we want it to, but to me, it seems that it should be a 
word applied to those who believe the Biblical view of the inspira¬ 
tion and providential preservation of the Scriptures. According to 
my defiuition, then, Greenlee would not be a conservative. JNeither 
would Bruce. The latter says, 


. . .All speech is reported in direct form, whether the 
words recorded were the actual words spoken or represent 
the general purport of what was said. 3 


Bruce is here dealing with the subject of “Biblical Hebrew.” 
His suggestion that the Old Testament may contain, not the actual 
words spoken, but the “general purport” of them, is not, in 
definition, a conservative view. It accords with the rationalistic idea 
that God inspired ideas, concepts, or thoughts, but not words. The 
Scripture clearly teaches, however, that the Holy Bible is God’s 

Word. Some 2,500 times, the Scripture says 

“and God said,” and similar phrases. Do we actually have the words 
of God, or the “general purport” of what He said? Bruce believes 
the latter; I agree with the former. 

Does White agree with Bruce that the record of the sun and 
moon standing still in Joshua 10:12 f. is a “piece of poetry”? 4 Would 
he concur that the four Gospels came about from a combination 
of oral tradition and various other sources? 5 Does he agree with 
Bruce on the “Q” document theory for Matthew and Luke? 6 Does 
he think that Jesus spoke in poetry so that His disciples could more 
easily memorize His words? 7 

I am, of course, at a loss to know whether White would agree 
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1. mil the Lord...Was Paul inspired in some statements 
hile simply venturing his opinion in others? Gertainly 
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19£-9. However, in verse 12, he was not quoting from the 
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of divine revelation and inspiration. In 1 (ixinthians 14:37, 
Paul directly declared, **. . .The things that 1 write unto 
vou are the commandments of the Lord."* 
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My personal definilion of the word “conservative” would not 

allow me to place in that category Bruce, Greenlee, or any other 
scholar who adheres to the W-H theory. At the same time, I realize 
others will have different definitions of the word. But, while the 
mass of conservative scholars” may reject the Majority Text and 
the KJV, there are some conservative scholars who accept both. 
On the other hand, 1 don’t believe vou will find even one “moderate 
or “liberal” who accepts the thesis I uphold. As far as I am con¬ 
cerned, this is a plus factor for the Majority Text and the KJV. 
1 understand that nothing is proved by what the liberals and 

moderates rejeet or accept, but you will generally find them on 
the wrong side of the issue, as far as Biblical matters are concern¬ 
ed! So, 1 am not troubled or moved by the fact that mine is a minority 
opinion. I do not sorrow that 1 am on the opposite side of the fence 
from the liberals and moderates. As for the “mass of conservatives 
manv of those in that “mass” are not conservatives at all. But 

whether they are true conservatives or not, truth in Biblical mat¬ 
ters is not decided by a majority vote of human beings. 

While’s Response 


44 






Granted, some versions are better than others and a few are 
markedly inferior. 


Segraves’ Rejoinder 


So White is willing to grant that some versions are better than 
others. Which ones are they? Which are those that are “markedly 
inferior”? If he still holds the same view as put forth in the artiele 
from which we have already quoted, White believes that Moffatt’s, 
Weymouth’s, Phillips’, Rotherham’s, Goodspeed’s, the Revised Stand¬ 
ard Version, and the Twentieth Century New Testament are among 
the “fine versions.” Somewhat surprisingly, in view of his belief 
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mentioned above, there are a few other translations which would 
reach toward the high standard of the KJV, Tyndale being one 
of them. (The KJV, of course, retains much of Tyndale’s transla¬ 
tion. The KJV is the crowning fruit of a series of translations 

rendered during the Reformation era.) I do not think it is “less than 
objective” to “categorize all other versions.” Indeed, it is not I who 
categorized them; they categorized themselves by being based upon 
practically identical texts. Whether we like it or not, there are on¬ 
ly two categories of Bibles in the world today. The one category 
is represented by the KJV (the Majority Text); the other category 
is represented by the versions rendered since the KJV (the critical 
text created by W-H). I am unable to see how any person could 
accept both. In my view, one category must be rejected and the 

other accepted. I cannot see how we can do any other, if the Bible 
means anything at all by its warnings not to add to or take from 

God’s Holy Word. One category must be wrong! Either the KJV 

is corrupt in some 6,000 places in the New Testament alone, or 
it is the newer versions that are corrupt. We cannot have it hoth 
ways. To me, the only objective decision possible is to reject the 
one and cling to the other. I do not see how White can cling to both. 

White’s Response 


A false dilemma emerges in such an approach which is unfor¬ 
tunate, that is, the “slip or slide argument” that if the King James 
Version is lost everything is liable to fall. If indeed a version other 
than the King James Version automatically opens the door to a 
loss of doctrinal distinctives, how can one hope to overcome the 
resulting problems? 


Segraves ’ Rejoinder 
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consideration. He is the one who is about to create a false dilem¬ 
ma. I did not say that a version other than the KJV automatically 
opens the door to a loss of doctrinal distinctives. Only the transla¬ 
tions based on the newly created text of W-H and their offspring 
open the door to this kind of lo6s. Remember: The basic issue, even 

before translations, is text. Many Bibles before the KJV 

translated from the same text as the KJV. No one ever lost their 
standards or doctrinal distinctives by using any one of them; but 

standards and doctrinal distinctives have been lost by those using 
modern versions. 


were 


White ’s Response 


The earliest versions in church history were translated other 
than from the Received Text since, of course, it did not as yet exist. 


Segraves ’ Rejoinder 


I suppose when White says “Received Text,” he is referring to 
that specific text printed by the Elzevir Brothers which they called 
the “Textus Receptus,” or Received Text. In that sense, obviously, 
the Received Text did not exist at the time the earliest versions 
in church history were made. But this is beside the point. The fact 

is, the textual tradition represented by the Received Text DID exist 

when the earliest versions were made. White will, naturally, say 
it did not. So will the scholars he quotes. But Pickering, van Brug- 
gen, Hills, Burgon, and others disagree. This is the whole issue: 
What was the form of the text at the first? White will say the cur¬ 
rent texts of Nestle-Aland, UBSGNT, W-H, and others are closer 
to tbe original; I believe the Majority Text, represented by some 
90% of the extant MSS, and as seen in the Textus Receptus, is closest 
to the original. To see my reasoning, one would need to read the 
preceding chapters. 
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Van Bruggen also addresses the issue of the theory of “certain 
texts” becoming “popular in a variety of widespread geographical 
areas.” 


. . .That the finds are incidental and restricted to cer¬ 
tain areas, prevents us from generalizing about the New 
Testament text in the first centuries on the ground of this 
material. It is not even possible to generalize about the 

Egyptian text of those days on the basis of this material. 


13 


Is the Byzantine (i.e. Received Text) a late text which was not 
available for the early versions? 


There certainly were majuscules [uncial, or capital letter 
MS] just as venerable and ancient as the surviving 
Vaticanus or Sinaiticus, whieh, like a seetion of the Alex- 
andrinus, presented a Byzantine text. But they have been 

renewed into minuscule script 14 and their majuscule- 
appearance has vanished. . . .The papyri have shown clear- 
ly that readings which do not occur in the older majuscules 
and therefore were called late and Byzantine, do occur in 
the 2nd and 3rd century: . . .According to the theory of 
Hort the number of “Byzantine” readings would become 
less the fnrther we go back into the past. Yet it seems to 
be increasing! . . .In an unexpected area (Egypt!) the 
“Byzantine” readings do not decrease, but increase, the 
deeper we penetrate into the first centuries. If the modern 
scholarship of the New Testament textual criticism did not 
have that prejudice against the Byzantine text, then there 
would be every reason to hypothesize a gradual “de- 
byzantinizing” of the text, which resulted in the text-type 
of the older surviving majuscules, and which was reversed 
in the remainder of the textual tradition. 
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at hand. If no other Bible but the English version were ever 
translated from the Received Text, it would prove nothing either 
way. But the fact is that the Received Text has heen translated 
in many, many of the languages of the world. It has been estimated 
that there have been as many as 886 translations made which reflect 
the Received Text. 


16 


White s Response 


The work of such people as the Wycliffe Translators, which 

has been such a boon to many of our own missionaries, becomes 

a liability since it will produce “a generation of people who are 
at a loss to know what God actually said." 


Segraves Rejonder 


Again, this is beside the point. The question is not dedication 
of translators or the quality of their work. The real question is: 
Which text represents the actual Word of God, without additions 
or deletions? But the statement does cause me to again ask if W hite 
has actually read the work of men like Pickering. Pickering is 
himself associated with the Wycliffe Bible Translators, and has 
done much of his work among the Apurina tribe in Brazil, the coun¬ 
try where be was born! 

And, indeed, I must repeat: If the text from which a transla- 

r 

lion is made does not represent the pure Word of God, there is no 
way that the translation can do so. If the text leaves out, so will 
the translation; if the text adds to, the translation will do the same. 
No appeal to sentimentality will change that fact. If the text is 
not the Word of God, those who have only a translation from that 
text will in fact be at a loss to know what God actually said. 
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not make use of the Septuagint translation; otherwise, all 
their quotations would naturally have agreed with it. The 
truth is they wrote their epistles in Greek, and therefore 
must have understood that language well; while, being 
Jews, they would also have been perfectly familiar with 
the Hebrew language. . . . 

It is probable, therefore, that in making their quota¬ 
tions from the Old Testament they would translate direct 
from the Hebrew, adopting in each case such Greek ex¬ 
pressions as the Holy Spirit guided them to use. This be- 

it is natural to find that in some cases the Sep- 


mg so 

tuagint version happens to agree with what the apostles 


wrote, while in other cases the Septuagint, not being an 
inspired work, would differ somewhat from the apostles' 
translations. In each case, however, the quotations as writ¬ 
ten by the apostles are as divinely inspired as the originals 
from which they are taken, although they may not be 
indeed they are not, mere reptitions of the exact Hebrew 
words. 


a6 


It should ever be borne in mind that none but the Holy 
Ghost knows the exact and full meaning of His own words, 
as recorded in the Old Testament, and only He can in¬ 
fallibly reproduce His message in other words. 

And surely He has a perfect right to do this , without 

our finding fault or charging Him with carelessness. But, 
further, may not there be a special design in these very 
differences —viz. that, by giving us an old truth in new 
words, we might be able to see some new and deeper 
teaching, which really lay hidden in the old, but which 
we never should have seen had it not been given U6 in a 
different form? . . . 

. . .Seeing that the writers of the New Testament were 
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the middle way between these two extremes. Sometimes 
they cited the Septuagint verbatim, even when it departed 
from the Hebrew in non-essential ways, and sometimes they 
made their own translation directly from the Hebrew or 
used their knowledge of Hebrew to improve the rendering 
of the Septuagint. 




If Collett’s view is correct, and I believe it is 
planation is seen to be no contradiction of it. Hills, obviously, 
believes that the New Testament writers did sometimes use the LXX, 

but Collett’s theory would explain that apparent use. 

Legend has it that the Septuagint (LXX) was translated from 
Hebrew into Greek by the order of Ptolemy Phiiadelphus for his 
library in Alexandria. This supposedly occurred about 250 B.C. 

But there are no completely trustworthy historical records upon 

which to base this story. No fragments of the LXX are extant dating 
B.C. It is interesting, then, to note that still another view of the 

LXX is put forth. 


l)r. Hill’s ex- 


One of the most intriguing theories is that of the late 
Professor Paul Kahle 
(1875-1964), who argued that there never was any LXX, 
at least until Christian times, and that our Letter of Aristeas 
is propaganda for a revision of the Greek Bible which was 
made in Alexandria. Kahle claimed that there were no “of¬ 
ficial” translation undertakings in Judaism such as Aristeas 
suggests, but ratber a number of local attempts 


renowned Semi ties scholar 


19 


I fully realize that this is currently a radical theory, but it is 
also true that the current explanation of the LXX is based upon 
the so-called Letter of Aristeas alone, without one shred of solid 
historical evidence. If the LXX was a Greek translation done after 
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from the correct text! As we have said previously, the KJV and 
Tyndale are both correct; but they are both translated from the 
Majority Text. The first thing that makes a translation right or 

wrong is the text. 


White s Response 


Aramaisms in the New Testament are translated into Greek by 
the New Testament writers and then retranslated again into English 

by modern translators. In any such transmission, we must allow 
for variation. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


White docs not mention which specific Aramaisms he has in 


mind, so 1 will point out that he is speaking of words like “Maran- 
atha” (I Corinthians 16:22) and “Talitha cumi” (Mark 5:41). 1 fail 

to see that this has any bearing on the subject at hand, for whaLever 

the New Testament writers were inspired of the Holy Ghost to do, 
we may be sure it was infallibly correct. There is no need to “allow 
for variation 


their part. 




White s Response 


No one can deny that the work of translation is not simply a 
matter of substituting words of one language for another. There 
are problems of syntax, grammar, context, idiom, and so forth that 
render absurd the idea that scholarly study must come to an abrupt 
halt at some precise point in history (such as 1611). 


Segraves Rejoinder 


For once, White and 1 find ourselves in complete agreement. 
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Segraves Rejoinder 


While sets up a straw man and then knocks him down. I have 
not suggested that the KJV is “divinely-inspired.” But I do believe 
that God did not inspire His words in the original autographs to 
consign them thereafter to their fate at the hands of fallible men. 
Instead, I believe that God continually intervened to preserve His 
Word for all generations. I do helieve that He, in His sovereignty, 
exercised a gracious influence over the translators of 1611. The 
fruit of that version, 1 helieve, proves it. But that is quite another 
thing from saying they were “divinely-inspired.” Would White sug¬ 
gest that God has nothing to do with the translation of His Word? 
Is God totally uninvolved with that process? 

God's influence upon those who, in humility and with right 
motives, attempt to translate His Holy Word as found in the Ma¬ 
jority Text, is quite a different thing than His influence or lack 
of it over unbelieving translators who are working with inferior MSS. 

Gustavus Paine certainly did not believe the translators of the 
KJV were inspired, but even he had to marvel at the product of 

their labors. 


But hard work alone, singly or in groups, does not in¬ 
sure a great result. Were the learned men saints, under 
direct inspiration? . . . 

Are we to say that God walked with them in their 
gardens? Insofar as they believed in their own calling and 
election, they must have believed that they would have 
God’s help in their task. We marvel that they could both 
submerge themselves and assert themselves, could meekly 
agree yet firmly declare, and hold to the words they pre¬ 
ferred as just and fitting. At the same time they could write 
and they could listen, speak clearly, and hearken to the 
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from the Translator** Preface of the New International Version: 
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are some who do, I readily agree. But they are few and far be¬ 
tween. But it does little good to take the highest view of Scripture 
possible if the text from which one is translating does not contain 
the pure Word of God. And, as we have seen previously, the NIV 
is based upon an eclectic text in the New Testament, which amouuts 
to saying that the translators created their own text as they went 
along. This they did from the texts currently on the market (Nestle- 
Aland, UBSGNT, etc.), all of which follow the textual theories of 

W-H. 


The Article 

/. It is based upon the finest ancient manuscripts. 


The hoopla for practically every version since the Re¬ 
vised Version has included the suggestion that it is 
translated from manuscripts more ancient than those 
available to the committee which worked under the 
authorization of King James. (Yes, that's right, even your 
Thompson Chain Reference Bible, under number 4220, 
claims the Revised Version “has one distinct advantage 
over all its predecessors. It reaches down and touches the 
most ancient copies of the original Scriptures.”) 


White s Response 


Probably the most detracting factor from this defense of the 
King J ames Version is the penchant for allusion and innuendo 
which tends to cast a shadow on the opposition without actually 
dealing in any substantial facts. The word “hoopla,” for instance, 
as used to refer to the claim of great antiquity for the manuscripts 
behind the modem versions (since 1881), seems intended to denigrate 
the claim, even before the facts are examined. Although the con- 
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to me the typist may have made a mistake, and that he intended 
to say something like, “(i.e., if a later manuscript ha6 evidence that 
it was copied from a very accurate but no longer existing earlier 
manuscript that is older and demonstrably superior).” In any case, 
I think he means that a later MS can be more accurate than one 
predating it, if the later MS was copied faithfully from an accurate 
exemplar which predates the other MS. This is precisely what the 
defenders of the Majority Text believe! B and Aleph are 
demonstrably corrupt, as we have already shown. That they are 
older, no one denies. But every MS in the Byzantine tradition was 
copied from an earlier MS; no one can say for certainty the date 
of the exemplar represented by any extant miniscule. In the ninth 
century, a great effort was made to copy existing uncials as 
minuscules, after which, according to both the Jewish and Chris¬ 
tian tradition, the uncial exemplars were destroyed. (We have dealt 
with this earlier.) Thus, while the Byzantine MSS are of later date 
than B and Aleph, no one can authoritatively say they are of later 
origin. Van Bruggen says, “What reason do we still have to state 
that other Byzantine readings are not old: it has now been proven 
that what we today consider ‘young’ can tomorrow be shown to 
be ‘old’.” 22 


White s Response 


However, in any such case, the burden of proof is upon those 
who support the priority of the later manuscript. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


And the proof is that the vast majority of extant MSS reflect 
the same text. In any normal process of textual transmission, this 
should prove that it is the earliest text. 23 But, in addition to this. 
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of taste” in the above portion of the article. Were I rewriting it, 
I would say something like this: 


What Westcott and llort failed to call to the attention 
of the public is that the Codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus 
are demonstrably among the most corrupt in existence! 


My lack of taste has no bearing on the validity of my argument. 


White 8 Response 


The last statement in this section must bear some close scrutiny! 
Only a textual expert is in a position to decide what is or is not 
a corrupt text, and even then it is often a difficult business. (When 
we speak of a “corrupt text” in a technical sense, we refer to a 
text which varies from the manuscript from which it was copied 
or which varies from the autograph itself.) Inasmuch as wc do not 
even have a single autograph (original manuscript penned by the 
biblical writer himself), it is far from easy to determine the extent 
of corruption within an individual manuscript. True, the variant 
readings between the different manuscripts is evidence that there 
is textual corruption, but to pick any two manuscripts which are 
variant and arbitrarily designate one as corrupt and the other as 
pure is just so much guesswork. In fact, that is what the science 
of textual criticism is all about in the first place—the comparison 
of variant readings so as to decide which is closest to the autograph. 

Thus, to say that the Codexes Sinaiticus and Vaticanus are among 
the most corrupt in existence without a footnote as to even one 
scholarly source is particularly unconvincing, especially in light 
of the fact that the scholarly world as a whole appraises them as 
being Smong the most valuable. 
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just so much guesswork.” This misses the issue at hand. We are 
not discussing “any two manuscripts.” We are dealing with a situa¬ 
tion where some 90% of the extant Greek MSS reflect one text, and 
a mere handful reflect another. 


White s Response 


(White proceeds to quote Geisler and Nix, Bruce, and Greenlee 
in favor of the witness of B and Aleph.) 

Consider the following: 


The Codex Vaticanus is perhaps the oldest uncial on 
parchment or vellum (c. 325-50), and one of the most im¬ 
portant witnesses to the text of the New Testament. 2 

This fourth century Greek manuscript (Codex 
Sinaiticus) is generally considered to be the most impor¬ 
tant witness to the text because of its antiquity , accuracy , 
and lack of omissions . ” (italics mine) 3 

The great Greek Biblical manuscripts—the Sinaitic, 
Vatican and Alexandrian codices, the Chester Beatty col¬ 
lection, and others—are manuscripts of the whole Greek 
Bible, and are thus witnesses to the text of both the Greek 
New Testament and of the Septnagint. 4 

Cod. Aleph (01). Cod. Sinaiticus, written in the fourth 

century, one of the two most famous uncial mass, is now 
on permanent display in the British Museum in London. 

It contains the complete N.T. . . . 5 

Cod. B (13), Cod. Vaticanus, is other of the two most 
famous uncial mass. Written in the fourth century, it is 
probably the best single ms. of the N.T. (italics mine) 6 


a Norman L. Geisler and William E. Mix, A General Introduction to the Bible 
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1968), p. 271. 
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The Search for the Word of God 


The reader who dictated the Gospels must have been 

singularly careless, for again and again whole sentences 

have dropped out where his wandering eye had failed to 

keep the place. . .there actually are some curious errors in 
the Codex Sinaiticus. . . . 


Burgon says that the scribe who carried out the work was 
“singularly careless, or incompetent, or both.” He divided two let¬ 
ter words in half, resulting in senseless readings! Scrivener says, 
“Complete lines are omitted.” 

Either White’s sources are wrong, or prejudiced, or mine are. 
And I have before me reproductions of Aleph provided by the British 
Museum. While I make no claim to being a textual scholar, even 
I can see the evidences of corrections and marginal attempts made 

the mistakes of another scribe. 

I do not doubt Bruce’s scholarship. But it is difficult for me 
to see how he can say the Smaitic and Vatican codices are “witnesses 
to the text of. . .the New Testament,” and it is especially hard for 

me to accept Greenlee’s statement that Sinaiticus “contains the com¬ 
plete N.T.,” when the fact is that neither of these MSS contain the 
entire New Testament. The Vaticanus is missing the Book of Revela¬ 
tion, part of Hebrews, and several other New Testament Books. 
Both B and Aleph join in omitting Mark 16:9-20, though B does 
it by leaving a blank space for it. Are the statements by these tex¬ 
tual scholars completely honest? 


to “fix 


up 


The Article 


The monks at the monastery on Mt. Sinai thought so 
highly of the manuscript now dubbed Codex Sinaiticus 
that they had consigned it to the wastepaper basket for 
burning! Dr. Tischendorf snatched it from its fate just in 
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The Search for the Word of God 


I agree full well that I could have used a better word than 
“perpetrating.” Though one notorious forger of manuscripts, Con¬ 
stantine Simonides, claimed Aleph was one of his productions, the 
evidence is against it. I am sure that neither the MS nor Tischen- 
dorf was a hoax. But that, of course, has nothing to do with the 
position I have taken. 


Whites Response 


And as for the gaps, forgotten segments, carelessness of scribal 
transmission, etc., who indeed can tell us of that? The scholars cer¬ 
tainly do not emphasize it, for they hold the manuscript in the 
highest regard 

Sinaitic manuscript may have suffered were not greatly different 
than what many of our other valuable manuscripts have suffered. 


have already seen. The abuses which the 


as we 


Sesraves Rejoinder 


Who can tell us of the gaps, forgotten segments, carelessness, 

etc.? Well, for one, the keepers of the MS at the British Museum. 

We have already seen their testimony. In addition, those who have 
examined the MS tell us of its corruption. Scrivener and Burgon 

agree that B and Aleph are corrupt. 

White’s question here causes me to wonder more seriously if 
he has read Fuller’s books, for they contain Burgon’s account and 
explicit details of the ’‘scandalous corruption” of these MSS. 


The Article 


The Codex Vaticanus, as suggested by its very name, 
is that manuscript with a very secretive past, which resid¬ 
ed in some nook or cranny of the Vatican. I’ll leave it to 


230 



Rejoinder 


■vrfTj 




idr if vou would trust it* custodian* lo present 

Void of (iod! Acluallv. ihr Codex laticanu* 

with (hr King 

; It omit* 








ihr Received Text (which 

follow*, in the fourgoapeb 
at least 2.877 word*: it add* 536 word*; il suited lute* 935 


differ* 




■ ■1 


" 1 








r r 


word*; il transpose* 2.096 word*: and it modi fir* 1.132: 
making a total of 7.576 verbai divergencies! Even worwe 
i* the Codex Sinaiticu*. with total difference* of nearly 
nine f hatuand! 




White' 


ponie 


J 
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jority of manuscript* which we appeal to today in fixing the text 
(including the Byuntine family) were under the custodianship of 
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of such an argument? Furthermore, to insinuate that the monk* 

Sinai held a low opinion of Codex Sinaiticu* and that we *hould 

their evaluation, and then, in the next breath lo turn around 
dismiss (judex Vaticanu* liecau*e it was under the care of the 

church is *eIf-contradictory. Were the Sinai monks of such 
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The Search for the Word of God 


Concerning White’s claim that most MSS, including the Byzantine, 
were under Roman care: I have never read such a statement either 
from those on his side of the issue or mine. The Roman church 


specialized in Latin MSS. The eastern church preserved the Greek 

MSS during the 1,500 years of the Byzantine Empire. When the 

fall of Byzantium was at hand, many scholars escaped hack into 
the West with their MSS, which resulted in a renewed study of the 
Greek and Hehrew languages, a revival of learning, and ultimate¬ 
ly the Reformation. White’s third point is well taken: Both the 
Vatican and St. Catherine’s Monastery are obviously Roman 
Catholic institutions. The opinion of one would be just about as 
good as that of the other. The monks were going to throw their 
.MS away, and the Vatican librarian was letting theirs sit idle on 


the shelf. 


White tt Response 


Concerning the variants between the Received Text and the 
Codexes Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, we seem to have a false assump¬ 
tion. Without any proof, the article assumes a priori that the Re¬ 
ceived Text is right and the Codexes Vaticanus and Sinaiticus are 
wrong, in spite of the fact that the latter two are much older! 


Segraves Rejoinder 


White has already said that the age of a MS proves nothing 
alone. He assumes a priori that B and Aleph are right and the 
Received Text wrong. And in this treatise, we have extensive proof 
offered in addition to that given in the article. For my response 
to the argument that older is better, 1 refer the reader to pages 98 

through 103. 
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Again. I refer the reader to pages 103 through 109. Then. I 
point out that it indred is not the unanimous opinion of to¬ 
r's best scholars that the Received Text has added words, etc. 
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r,r 


That it is the majority opinion, I will not deny. But where are the 

scholars than van Bruggen. Pickering, or Hills? 

By accusing the Received Text of being the guilty culprit in 


words, making substitutions, transpositions, and modifica 
hilr has 


for himself a dilemma. He “uses" the KJ V 
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do this if it is the Received Text that is wrong every time 
it differs from the Codrx Vatican us? Does he believe it is justifiable 

corrupt Bible because it is “most familiar"? Does he not 
ink that if God's words are added to. lies are produced? (See Pro* 
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The Search for the Word of God 


it differs from what he believes to be God’s Word (not just I John 
5:7, 8, but in every one of the thousands of cases where the Reeeived 
Text differs from the eonstrueted text of W-H, etc.). 

Since White wishes to defer discussion of I John 5:7, 8 until 
later, w r e will do so. But before we leave this section, I want to 
make clear that Codex Vaticanus does not “allegedly” omit words. 
It is a fact that it omits words. When we say this MS leaves out 
words or whole clauses no less than 1,491 times, we are not talk¬ 
ing about in comparison to the Received Text! We are referring 
to plain omissions all scholars would recognize as the results of 
“careless transcription on every page.” When compared to the Re¬ 
ceived Text, B omits 2,877 words, etc., for a total of 7,758 verbal 

divergences. In other words, whether a scholar is in favor of the 
W-H textual theory or not, he recognizes that in the gospels atone 
B omits at least 1,491 words or whole clauses. But if he compares 

the MS with the received text, the differences are much greater. 
Would White have us believe the King James Version is wrong 
in 7,758 places? Does he point out each of these to his students? 


White s Response 


That there are variants between the Received Text and the 
Codexes Vaticanus and Sin aide us cannot be denied. But to arbitrari¬ 
ly assign those discrepancies to the inferiority of the latter and the 
superiority of the former is against the entirety of modern textual 
scholarship. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


I fully agree with the first sentence. But the second sentence 
is not true. First, the belief that B and Aleph are inferior is not 
an “arbitrary” one. As MSS go, they are plainly inferior on their 
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The Search for the Word of God 


Segraves Rejoinder 


1 refer the reader to my discussion of the praxis of textual 
criticism on pages 17 through 109. White says we must not 

misconstrue that B and Aleph 

tors in deciding between textual variants.” He suggests that modem 

textual criticism takes in “the entirety of the several thousand 

available New Testament manuscripts.” Since he has cited Greenlee 
in support of his view, let’s see what Greenlee says about this. 


automatically the deciding fac- 


are 


One numerically small group of witnesses seems to have 
escaped the corruptions of all three other text-types and 
to have preserved the text virtually in its original form. 
This is the “Neutral” text. It is represented especially in 
the agreement of B and [Aleph], together with a few other 
witnesses. Sometimes the secondary witnesses desert the 
Neutral text to follow the Alexandrian variant, leaving the 
original text in B and [Aleph] with very little additional 
support. The text of B, moreover, is so superior that its 
text must always be given close attention, and in frequent 
instances the text of B is decisive over all other witnesses. 

The text of W-H is therefore an essentially “Neutral” 
B [Aleph]” text 




B” text. 




or even a 


It is an established fact that all current Greek texts, reflected 
in all modem translations, vary only slightly from the text of W-H. 
Greenlee himself says, “The textual theory of W-H underlies vir¬ 
tually all subsequent work in New Testament textual criticism. 
Pickering points out that “the two most popular manual editions 
of the Greek text today. Nestle-Aland and UBS (United Bible Socie¬ 
ty), really vary little from the W-H text. The recent versions—RSV, 
NEB, etc.—also vary little from the W-H text. 
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(Burgoo said it was easier to find a place where they 

!). Greenlee plainly admits that the 
text of 1-H is essentially based on law MSS alone. B and Aleph. 
Then, he further qualifies his statement by saying that the 
text could even be called a B text. In other words, in the final 
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Indeed, current textual criticism does not “take in the entirety 


of the 
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with the mss. and other witnesses to the text in order to 
decide which reading has the best support by these 
witnesses. . .there may be some advantage in considering 
internal evidence first, since it is more subjective, so that 
one’s thinking will not from the first be unduly influenced 
by the evidence of the mss. 27 (Emphasis mine.) 


So the internal evidence deals with what tbe scribe may have 
done; external evidence deals with the testimony of the MSS 
themselves. But, as Greenlee knows, the overwhelming majority of 
MSS support the Byzantine text. So he suggests it may be best to 
consider the internal evidence first, so that one will not be “undu¬ 
ly influenced.” And how sure is this internal evidence? It rests on 
the “probabilities” of what a scribe “might have done”! Greenlee 
admits that the principles (which wc have already discussed on 
page 26 f.) “may seem to contradict each other.” 28 What must 

be considered in reaching a conclusion? “Relative probabilities. 

To restate briefly the “wide range of. . .internal evidences,” they are: 

1. The shorter reading is often preferable. 

2. The harder reading is often preferable. 

3. The reading from which the other readings in a variant could 

most easily have developed is preferable. 

4. The reading which is characteristic of the author is generally 

preferable. 

We have discussed the problems with these theoretical guidelines 
for reconstructing the original text on page 26 f. But even Greenlee 

realizes the potential for problems. 
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If the two are apparently contradictory, a satisfactory 
solution must be sought. To disregard external evidence 
and depend too completely upon internal evidence may 
lead to unduly subjective decisions. At the same time, one 
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The Search for the Word of God 


where one could wish for a more objective approach. The 
best that can be said for the proposal that the Received Text 
prepared from the “vast overwhelming majority of ancient man¬ 
uscripts” is that it is misleading. To understand why this is so, 
one must have at least a minimal background in textual criticism. 


was 


Segraves Rejoinder 


I did not say that the Received Text “was prepared from” the 
majority of MSS; I said “this is the text which has developed from” 
the majority of MSS. White will certainly say that Erasmus did 
not have thousands of MSS at his disposal. I agree. But the MSS 
he did have represented accurately the Majority Text. He did not 
have to have every single one to examine; the ones he had were 
representative of those he did not have. 


White s Response 


Initially, one should know something of the manuscript families. 
The thousands of New Testament manuscripts are categorized by 
scholars into four major families, the Alexandrian, Caesarean, 
Western and Byzantine. 8 Of these many manuscripts, the majority 
are of a late date, of inferior quality, and belong to the Byzantine 
family. 9 


®Gcisler and Nix, pp. 388-393. 

*Bmce, p. 187; Geisler and Nix, p. 391. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


I have discussed in detail the matter of “famines or “text-types, 

page 44. Contrary to what White implies, scholars 


beginning on 

are by no means agreed upon four definite text-types. Some see 


240 




m h p 










who question the 


or admit a that there 
of text-type* at all.** Pam* says. 


onlv thrrr. 


some 


LI 


> have reconstructed text-types and families and sub¬ 
families and in so doing have crratrd things that never 
before rusted on earth or in heaven.... But when we have 
found that a particular manuscript would not fit into any 

of our nioelv ronstnirfed scheme*. wr havr thrown up our 

hand* and said that it contained a mixed text. 


1 


i 




Majority Text and the 


1 


only two texwyprs. 

| AlexandrianKenyon says there is no one MS extant which 
approximately represents the so-called “Western" text. 

C. Colwell, the 25th edition of .Nestle, and Klijn all agree that 

estem" text does not exist as an identifiable group.” Concern* 
ing the MSS which are identified as “Byzantine." they are not just 
the “majority." They represent about 909 of the extant MSS. That 
they are of later date than B and Aleph, we do not deny. We have 
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By combining the two variants rather than choosing between 
them, the Byzantine manuscripts appear to be much 
uniform, when in actuality they are the least accurate. 


more 


Geisler and Nix, p, 364, 
Bruce, p. 187, 


See raves Rejoinder 


I have discussed at length the issue of “conflation” on pages 

55 through 58, to which I refer the reader. Here, it will be suffi¬ 
cient to say that the entire theory of conflations, developed by Hort, 
rests on eight “examples” drawn solely from Mark and Luke! Picket 
ing calls this kind of characterization of a text oil the basis of so 
few illustrations “foolish 
Bruggen says, 


”38 


a strong word, but appropriate. Van 


. . .It would not be difficult to 


with the aid 


prove 

of specially chosen examples from other text-types, that 
those types are also guilty of harmonizing, conflating 
readings and smoothing the diction. Here illustrations do 
not prove anything. After all, one could withont much dif¬ 
ficulty give a large number of examples from the Byzan¬ 
tine text to support the proposition that this text does not 
harmonize and docs not smooth away. 


39 


white s Reponse 


2. Lack of Early Attestation: 


The Byzantine text cannot be 
attested at any period during the first three centuries of the 
Christian church by either translation or citation from the 
Fathers. While it has been proven that the majority of the 
New Testament could be reproduced by patristic quotation 
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in claiming that the Byuntine teat has no early attestation, 
that it is therefore “late** and “markedly inferior.” This is by 

» the only view advanced hy scholars. Van Bruggen has 
an entire chapter on “The Age of the Byuntine Type,” from which 

re cpiote some excerpts: 
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One of the first things a student must leam regarding 
the textual history, is the distinction between the age of 
the manuscript and the age of the text offered in that 
manuscript. A rather young manuscript ran give a very 
old type of text.... The common argument used against 

the Byuntine text-type is even that this type is only found 

in young manuscripts. This argument, however, does not 
say anything as such. One must prove that the text-form 

manuscripts is also of later date. 
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these quotations have often been altered to fit later 
text-types. It also often appears that the Church Fathers 
only quoted in part and freely, so that one can hardly con¬ 
clude from the form of their quotation the form of the text 

they read in the New Testament. The value of Hort’s 
arguments is limited even more drastically when he has 
to admit that we only have clear patristic material from 

the period 175-250 A.D. It surely did not escape Hort that 

two of the Greek Fathers in this period mentioned by him 
(Irenaeus and Hippolytus) lived in the West. The other two 
(Clement of Alexandria and Origen) come from Egypt. This 
means that we are left with a blank spot on the map: What 
would the text of the Church Fathers from Antioch have 
looked like in this period? We do not know. That we en¬ 
counter text-usage which is not clearly Byzantine in the 
writings that have been preserved for us is not surprising. 
These Church writers used the texts that were current. The 
form of their text is not necessarily better than that of the 
manuscripts circulating in their region. But then the press¬ 
ing question is whether they lived at a time and in a region 
in which the textual tradition was at its best, or in a time 
and region in which this tradition was just disturbed by 
all sorts of influences in the 2nd century. . . . 

How the date can often be interpreted in various ways 
is also shown by the fact that Boismard even develops the 
hypothesis that a separate Church Father text-type can be 
distinguished.. . . Baarda gives a provisional conclusion 
on the text-type that Aphrahat followed and points out 
that his text stands nearest to the Egyptian text. Yet on 
the basis of the data given by Baarda one could claim with 
even more right that Aphrahat’s text stands nearest to the 
Byzantine type. This*. .illustrates the difficulty that 
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number of manuscripts from the first centuries.. .. 

. . .In the 9th century. . .the most important New 
Testament manuscripts written in majuscule script were 
carefully transcribed into minuscule script. It is assumed 
that after this transliteration-process the majuscule wa6 
taken out of circulation. . .just the oldest, best and most 
customary manuscripts come to us in the new uniform of 
the minuscule script. . . . There certainly were majuscules 

just as venerable and ancient as the surviving Vatic an us 
or Sinaiticus, which, like a section of the Alexandrinus, 
presented a Byzantine text. But they have been renewed 
into minuscule script and their majuscule-appearance has 
vanished.. .. 

.. .The papyri have shown clearly that readings which 
do not occur in the older manuscripts and therefore were 
called late and Byzantine, do occur in the 2nd and 3rd 
century: . . .According to the theory of Hort the number 
of “Byzantine” readings would become less the further we 
go back into the past. Yet it seems to be increasing!. . .in 
an unexpected area (Egypt!) the “Byzantine” readings do 
not decrease, but increase, the deeper we penetrate into 
the first centuries. If the modern scholarship of the New 
Testament textual criticism did not have that prejudice 
against the Byzantine text, then there would be every reason 
to hypothesize a gradual “de-byzantinizing” of the text, 
which resulted in the text-type of the older surviving ma¬ 
juscules, and which was reversed in the remainder of the 
textual tradition. 

White’s position, and that of those scholars who support it, is 
assumption. And it is a false assumption 
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arouse our suspicions—why did it survive?” 44 Burgon credited the 
survival of B and Aleph solely to their “ascertained evil character.” 
In other words, they are with us today because those who lived 
during the time span in which they were copied realized their cor¬ 
rupt nature and refrained from using them to make further copies. 
If they were indeed valuable witnesses to the text of the New Testa¬ 
ment, scholars and scribes long before our time would have copied 
them again and again, resulting in their becoming worn, tattered, 
and eventually destroyed. Indeed, their excellent physical condi¬ 
tion after 1,500 years (not the quality of the scribal work) testifies 
strongly to the fact that they were scrupulously avoided by those 
who knew a corrupt text when they saw one. What has happened 
today is that the castoff of a millenium and a half ago has been 
reclaimed and made the principle witness. Current textual criticism 
has digressed, rather than progressed. 


White s Response 


Beyond this 

cess by which the Received Text was produced. 14 In 1515, the scholar 
Erasmus was engaged to prepare an edition of the Greek New Testa¬ 
ment as quickly as possible. He used only six manuscripts, five 
of which were Byzantine. The other, non-Byzantine text he used 
only cursorily. Within these six manuscripts, only one contained 
the Book of Revelation, and it was so mutilated that he was forced 
to supply the missing passages (including the last six verses) by 
retranslating from the Latin. He finished this edition in only seven 
months. Four editions of this Greek New Testament were published, 
and in the third edition there appears the famous interpolation of 
I John 5:7, 8 which Erasmus rashly injected on the basis of a single, 
highly questionable Greek manuscript of the 16th century (which 
Erasmus himself suggested might have been specially prepared or 
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that if their preconceived assumptions ronreming the superiority 
of B and Aleph 


proven to be faulty, any haste on Erasmus 
gives them no support at all! Their argument about Erasmus 

is valid only if they have previously proven, beyond the shadow 

of a doubt, that the Byzantine text is inferior. They have not done 

this. 
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tally. The editor, Erasmus, performed his task in great haste 
in order to meet the deadline set by the printer. . . . Hence 
the first edition contained a number of errors of a minor 


sort, some of which persisted in later editions. But in all 
essentials the New' Testament text first printed by Erasmus 
and later by Stephanus (1550) and Elzevir (1633) is in full 
agreement with the Traditional Text providentially preserv¬ 
ed in the vast majority of the Greek New Testament 

There was no man in all Europe better 


manuscripts 

prepared thaii Erasmus for the work of editing the first 
printed Greek New Testament text, and this is why, we 


may well believe, God chose him and directed him pro¬ 
videntially in the accomplishment of this task. . . . 

Through his study of the writings of Jerome and other 
Church Fathers Erasmus became very well informed con¬ 
cerning the variant readings of the New Testament text. 

Indeed almost all the important variant readings known 

to scholars today were already know'n to Erasmus more 
than 460 years ago and discussed in the notes. . .which 
he placed after the text in his editions of the Greek New 
Testament. . . . 


.. .In the editing of his Greek New Testament especially 
Erasmus was guided by the common faith in the current 
text. And back of this common faith was the controlling 
providence of God. For this reason Erasmus’ humanistic 
tendencies do not appear in the Textus Receptus which 
he produced. Although not himself outstanding as a man 
of faith, in his editorial labors on this text he was pro¬ 
videntially inflnenced and guided by the faith of others. 
In spite of his humanistic tendencies Erasmus was clearly 
used of God to place the Greek New Testament text in 
print, just as Martin Luther was used of God to bring in 


250 




r- 






L__-.il 


t Reformation in spite of (hr fact that, at least 

shared Erasmus' doubts concerning Hebrews. 
. Jude and Revelation.** 


Plot 
at first. 


1 


FIT! 


r .i 




M 


I I L 


but the text. All of the debate 


The issue at hand i 
in the world about Erasmus' humanism (which was certainly not 
the humanism of the twentieth century), his haste, or his rashness 

nothing. The only question of import is: Is the Majority Text 
the Word of (rod. or the Minority Text? Though Erasmus had on* 

MSS. he had a vast knowledge of variant readings. 
It is an undeniable fact, indeed even the scholars on White's side 
do not deny, that Erasmus' trxt is the Majority Text. That is the 

only important issue. 

Rut now we come to the statement which alleges that Erasmus 
supplied certain verses by retranslating from the Latin. (I will ex* 
plain the use of the word “aUrges" momentarily.) Does this mean 
that the resultant Greek text is corrupt? Hills comments: 
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conclude that the Textus Receptus was 
God’s providential preservation of the New Testament text 
and that these few Latin Vulgate readings which were in¬ 
corporated into the Textus Receptus were genuine readings 
which had been preserved in the usage of the Latin¬ 
speaking Church. ... In the Textus Receptus God corrected 
the few mistakes of any consequence which yet remained 
in the Traditional text of the majority of the Greek 
manuscripts. . .these Vulgate readings are also found in 
other ancient witnesses, namely, old Greek manuscripts, 
versions, and Fathers. 46 


further step in 


What this basically comes down to is whether we believe God 
providentially inspired His Word and providentially preserved it 

to all generations. (See Psalm 12:6, 7.) Can we believe that God 

was so unconcerned, or uninvolved, in the preservation and con¬ 
tinuing purity of His Word that He allowed the first Greek text 

to come off the press to be corrupt (not just in a few places, but, 
according to White’s theory, in thousands of places)? I cannot, in 
good conscience, agree with the latter proposition. God knew full 
well the influence of the printing press and that the first text thus 

produced would reign for hundreds of years. Indeed, through the 
KJV, it still reigns, much to the chagrin of its detractors. 

Concerning, now, the “alleged” retranslations Erasmus did from 
the Latin: Even if this allegation were true, it would not disprove 

our thesis, i.e. that God was providentially working to bring to 

■ 

believers His pure Word. But not all scholars are agreed that 
Erasmus did so. The brilliant H. C. Hoskier suggests that, instead 
of translating from the Latin, Erasmus followed Greek Codex 141. 

But what of “The Johannine Comma” (I John 5:7, 8) that 
Erasmus “rashly injected” into his text? First, it is not true that 
there is “absolutely no other manuscript evidence” for this passage. 
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Dabney also speaks to this: 


The internal evidence against the omission is as follows: 

1. The masculine article, numeral and participle HOI 

TREIS MARTUROUNTES, are made to agree direct¬ 
ly with three neuters, an insuperable and very bald 
grammatical difficulty. If the disputed words are al¬ 
lowed to remain, they agree with two masculines and 

one neuter noun HO PATER, HO LOGOS, KAI HO 

HAGION PNEUMA and, acording to the rule of syn¬ 
tax, the masculines among the group control the gender 
over a neuter connected with them. Then the occurrence 

of the masculines among TREIS MARTUROUNTES 

8 agreeing with the neuters PNEUMA, HUDOR 
and HAIMA may be accounted for by the power of at¬ 
traction, well known in Greek syntax. 

2. If the disputed words are omitted, the 8th verse com¬ 
ing next to the 6th gives a very bald and awkward, 
and apparently meaningless repetition of the Spirit’s 
witness twice in immediate succession. 

3. If the words are omitted, the concluding words at the 

end of verse 8 contain an unintelligible reference. The 

Greek words KAI HOI TREIS EIS TO HEN EISIN 

and these three agree to that 
(aforesaid) One.” This rendering preserves the force of 
the definite article in this verse. Then what is “that One” 
to which “these three” are said to agree? If the 7th verse 
is omitted “that One” does not appear, and “that One” 
in verse 8, which designates One to whom the reader 
has already been introduced, has no antecedent presence 

in the passage. Let verse 7 stand, and all is clear. ... 
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So the issue is not nearly so simple as White would make it. 
If, indeed, there is any remote possibility that the KJV reading 
of I John 5:7, 8 is the true Word of God (and I believe it is), Chris¬ 
tians should be extremely hesitant to cast it aside. 




While s Response 


The second stage behind producing the Received Text was the 
production of the Complutcnsian Polyglot, a trilingual Bible in 
Hebrew, Latin and Greek. 

The third stage occurred in the mid-16th century when Robert 
Estienne (sometimes referred to as Stephanus) published four edi¬ 
tions of the Greek New Testament using the third edition of 

Erasmus, the Complutensian Polyglot and some fifteen other 

manuscripts. 

Later still, Theodore Beza published nine editions of the Greek 
New Testament following the work of Erasmus and Stephanus. 
Finally, the Elzevir brothers of Holland in the mid-17th century 
published seven editions of the Greek New Testament based on 
the work of Stephanus and Beza. In all of these transmissions, lit¬ 
tle revision or serious critical work was done. In their second edi¬ 
tion, the Elzevir brothers alluded to “the text now received by all” 
and hence tbe term Textus Receptus (Received Text) originated and 
has stuck. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


As far as the order in which the historical developments took 
place, I have nothing about which to quibble with White. But he 
is speaking of the Received Text only as the ultimate text produced 
by the Elzevirs, while I am speaking of it in a broader sense as 
that text represented by the vast Majority Text. This is not uncommon: 
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cereful publication of 1516. In his second edition in 1519 

introduced four hundred alterations. He used additional 

ipts. including a Latin manuscript. Codex Aureus, 
loaned to him by the king of Hungary; two manuscripts 
from the Austin Priory or Correndonk; and a Greek 

manuscript borrowed frum the Monastery of Mount St. 
Agnes. 
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and his joint Editor—(as well it may)—is The Traditional 
Greek Text of the Xew Testament Scriptures. Call this Text 
Erasmian or Complutensian 


the text of Stephens, or of 
Beza, or of the Elzevirs,—call it the “Received 


or the 


Traditional Greek Text, or whatever other 
please; 

us which is attested l>y a general consensus of ancient 
Copies, ancient Versions, ancient Fathers. This, at all 
events, is a point on which (happily) there exists entire con* 
formity of opinion hetween Dr. Hort and ourselves. Our 
Readers cannot have yet forgotten his virtual admission 
that,— Beyond all question the Textus Receptus is the domi¬ 
nant Graeco-Syrian Text of A.D. 350 to A.D. 400. 


name you 

the fact remains, that a Text has come down to 




White s Reponse 


(White here includes a chart to show the historical development 
described in his last response. 1 do not think it necessary to reproduce 


it. 


The Received Text, then, was NOT originally developed from 
the “vast, overwhelming majority of the ancient manuscripts.” In 
fact, it was not based on the most ancient manuscripts at all, but 
only the few then available ones which were largely Byzantine. 
It may agree with the manuscripts in the Byzantine family which 
were later discovered and classified, but these are universally regard¬ 
ed as the poorest of the four families. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


White can say this only if he has proved his point before this. 
He has not. The number of MSS available to Erasmus, Stephanu6, 
Beza, and the Elzevirs is, a61 have previously said, beside the point. 
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represents an earlier. Van Bruggen pointed out the great copying 
of old uncials into the minuscule form in the ninth century. Every 
minuscule in existence represents a MS older than itself. Since the 
exemplars were destroyed, we do not know how old any one of 
them may have been. Byzantine readings are increasingly found, 
even in Egypt, the further back we go! 

In the latter part of his response above. White repeats the error 
of modem textual critics who take all the thousands of Byzantine 
MSS, lump them together, and reduce them to one vote. In his view, 
ten “high-quality” older MSS (is he including as “high-quality” 
B and Aleph, with their admitted carelessness, sloppiness, omis¬ 
sions, etc.? If not, could he name one “high-quality” MS that is 

of such stature as to offset the witness of one thousand ?) arc worth 
one thousand “conflated” Byzantine texts. 

We have already proved that the issue of “conflation” is a 
pseudo-issue. Hort produced a grand total of eight examples, after 
which he termed the whole Byzantine text as “conflate.” Van Brug¬ 
gen has pointed out that just as many could be produced to show 

it is not conflate, and that, indeed, it is the Minority Text that is 
conflate. So what White’s last response can be reduced to is this: 
He believes the critical text of W-H is closer to the Word of God 
than the Majority Text. He believes it represents an earlier text 
than the Majority Text. As he has graciously extended the right 
to me, I will extend it to him: It is his right to believe what he 
wishes, but he has proved nothing! 


White s Response 


It eludes me how the martyrdoms of the Waldensians could 
testify either to the inferiority or superiority of the King James Ver* 
sion. With all due regard for these precious people, their mention 
here appears to be an emotional ploy. 
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Bible. . .“entire and pure,”. . .1 say ‘pure’ because all the 
ancient exemplars, which formerly were found among the 
Papists, were full of falsifications, which caused Beza to 

say in his book on Illustrious Men, in the chapter on the 
Vaudois, that one must confess it was by means of the 
Vaudois of the Valleys that France today has the Bible 
in her own language. . ..” Their Bible was of the family 
of the renowned Itala. It was that translation into Latin 
which represents the Received Text. . . . Of the purity and 
reliability of this version, Augustine, speaking of different 

Latin Bibles (about 400 A.D.) says: “Now among transla* 
tions themselves the Italian (Itala) is to be preferred to the 
others, for it keeps closer to the words without prejudice 
to clearness of expression.” 

The old Waldensian liturgy which they used in their 
services down through the centuries contained “texts of 

Scripture of the ancient Version called the Italick.” . . .The 
Latin Bible, the Italic, was translated from the Greek not 
later than 157 A.D. . . .As Beza astonishes and confounds 

the world by restoring manuscripts of that Greek New 
Testament from which the King James is trauslaled, 
Diodali takes the same and translates into Italian a new 
and famous edition, adopted and circulated by the 

Waldenses. 

Leger, the Waldensian historian of his people, studied 

under Diodali at Geneva. He returned as pastor to the 
Waldenses and led them in their flight from the terrible 
massacre of 1655. He prized as his choicest treasure the 
Diodati Bible, the only worldly possession he was able to 
preserve. . . . 

At the same time another group of scholars, bitterly 
hostile to the first group, were gathered at Rheims, France. 
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andrinus is something less than the full picture as well. True, Codex 
Alexandrinus (Codex A) reaches back to the fifth century, but it 
must be remembered that it is itself a Byzantine text and so may 
not be referred to as though it were completely different from other 
Byzantine texts. 15 Also, it must be remembered that both Vaticanus 
and Sinaiticus are from the fourth century, and thus roughly a cen¬ 
tury earlier than Alexandrinus. 

15 Greenlec, p. 117. 

“Bruce, p. 183. 


16 


Segraves Rejoinder 


Here, 1 must repeat that White’s preconception that Byzantine 
readings are late, causes him to reject those MSS in which they 
are contained, regardless of how early they are. This is circular 
reasoning. The papyri, earlier than the fourth century, contain 
readings identified as Byzantine. On what basis will they be 
rejected? 


The Article 


Actually, the Text of Stephens served as the basis for 
the Authorized Version. And, as the brilliant attorney 
Philip Mauro has said, “the comparative excellence of the 
Text of Stephens. . .is due in no small degree to the fact 
that in its composition the Vatican and Sinaitic Mss. were 
not consulted.” 


While s Response 


The Received Text, based on the work of Stephanus and Beza, 
beeame the Greek text from which the King James Version was 
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wax not a theological or linguistic scholar, but hr has 
demonstrated.. .the fact that any layman who applies himself 
assiduously to such a subject can secure an overall pirturr of just 
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available for the Text of Stephens. He was merely saying that it 
was a good thing B and Aleph were not allowed to corrupt the text. 


The Article 


And what do you suppose the latest archeological discoveries 
have revealed? Simply that copies of scripture even more an¬ 
cient that [sic] any of the codices previously mentioned are in 
astounding agreement with the Word of God as found in our 
King J aines Version! 


White s Response 


Finally, what about our latest archeological discoveries? Since 
the article does not choose to reveal its sources for such informa¬ 
tion (except the annotation at the end concerning the books by David 
Fuller), and inasmuch as the opinions expressed in the article are 
not to be commonly found in contemporary textual scholarship, 
it is difficult to judge such a nebulous statement. Several problems 
arise when one attempts to defend the King James Version on the 
basis of archaeology. Foremost among these is the problem that 
since the King James Version is less than four hundred years old, 
biblical archaeology doe6 not even address itself to that time period. 
It is more probable that what the author has in mind is that ar¬ 
chaeology continues to uncover artifacts and information that 
enhances the credibility of the Bible itself. Yet if that is so, then 
no case can be made out for the King James Version per se. What 
would apply to the King James Version would equally apply to 
all versions. To my knowledge, there is no recent discovery in ar* 
chaeology which in any way even relates to the theory of the priority 
of tbe King James Version, the Received Text, the Byzantine family, 
etc. 


266 



and 


f 


f 






Rejoinder 




I Hid nu( nay that archeology ha* anything to do with the KJV 
itself: I said that the “latest archeological discoveries have 
vealrd.. .that copies of scripture even more ancient than any of 
the rodicrs previously mentioned are in astounding agreement with 
the Word of God as found in 

words, archaeological discoveries are proving that the text upon 

hich the KJV is based is the correct text. 


King James Version." In other 
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At this point, evidently because we have been discussing the 

text of the New Testament at such length. White seems to 
have forgotten that the Hebrew text of the Old Testament is ques¬ 
tioned by modem textual scholars as well. My comment about ar¬ 
chaeological discoveries had to do primarily with the Masorelic 
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Text upon which the Old Testament of the KJV is based. Scholars 
from 


H on have not been content to accept this text, but have 
practiced their textual criticism upon it as well as upon the Greek 
of the New Testament. 




i 


itness, for example. Moffatt: 
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have been either made out of books or edited more or les6 
drastically by later hands. 


57 


Even the NIV followed readings other than those found in the 
Masoretic Text. 58 So did the RSV, saying of the Masoretic text, 

“Sometimes it is evident that the text has suffered in transmission, 
but none of the versions provides a satisfactory restoration. Here 
we can only follow the best judgments of competent scholars as 
to the most probable reconstruction of the original text, 
it safe to say that you will find all of the modem versions making 
“conjectural emendations” (guesses) in “correcting” the Masoretic 

Text of the Old Testament. 

But recent archaeological discoveries have confirmed that the 
Masoretic Text, currently in use and upon which the KJV Old Testa¬ 
ment was based, is extremely ancient. A specific example I had 
in mind when writing the article was that of Yigael Yadin, the 
great Jewish archaeologist. Here, in Yadin's own words, is the story 
of the discovery of ancient MSS on the mountaintop fortress of 
Masada: 


I think 


V59 


About three feet away from the shekels the first scroll 
was found. All the details of this discovery are sharp in 
my mind. In the early hours of the afternoon, while I wa6 
in one of the northern storerooms, Shmaryahu Guttman 
came running to me, followed by some of the volunteers 

working with him, and flourished before me a piece of 

black and creased that only with dif- 


parchment. It was so 
ficulty could one make anything out. But a quick examina 


tion on the spot showed us immediately that here was a 
fragment from the Book of Psalms, and we could even iden¬ 
tify the chapters: the section ran Psalm 81 to Psalm 85. 
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ALMOST EXA(7TLY IDENTICAL (except for a few minor 

changes here and there) to the teat of the biblical books 
which we use today. Evrn the division into chapten and 
psalms is identical with the traditional division.... 

On the very first day of the second season, early in 
the aftrmoon. it fell to a young lad from a kibbuix in 
rstera Galilee to discover in the western comer of the 
court in front of the large wall, fragments of a scroll scat* 
trrrd among the ruins. This discovery provoked great ex* 

ritement and was taken as a happy omrn for our future 

work. Parts of the fragments had been raten away, but 
those that were undamaged were very well preserved and 
we could immediately identify them as several chapters 
from the Book of Levilicua, chapten eight to twelve, and 

that THIS SCROLL TOO WAS ABSOLUTELY 
IDENTICAL WITH THE TRADITIONAL TEXT of 
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a small line space in the same line. 

How this scroll reached this location we shall never 
know. Maybe it was blown here by the wind during the 
destruction of Masada and was buried among the ruined 
debris; or perhaps it was thrown here by one of the Roman 
soldiers. At all events, its discovery here might he called 
an archaeological “miracle”. . . . 

. . .Within a few hours he had reached almost to the 
bottom of the pit and there his groping hands found the 
remains of a scroll. Though the parchment was badly 
gnawed, we could immediately identify the writing as 
chapters from the Book of Ezekiel; and the parts that were 
better preserved than others, and which we could easily 

read, contained extracts from Chapter 37-the vision of the 
dry bones. 

As for the rolled scroll discovered in the first pit, it 

was found on opening-which had to be done with great 
care in the laboratory in Jerusalem-to contain parts of the 
two final chapters of the Book of Deuteronomy. But the 
tightly rolled core of the scroll, on which we had pinned 
much hope, turned out to our dismay to be simply the blank 
end “sheets” of the scroll. They had been sewn to the written 
“sheets” to facilitate rolling and unrolling. 

It need hardly be added at this stage that THESE TWO 

SCROLLS, too, ARE VIRTUALLY IDENTICAL WITH 
THE TRADITIONAL BIBLICAL TEXTS. There are on¬ 
ly a few slight changes in the Ezekiel scroll. 60 (Capitals 
mine.) 


The import of this discovery can hardly be overlooked. These 
are scrolls definitely dating no later than 73 A.D., but more likely 

43-53 A.D. The text in them is VIRTUALLY IDENTICAL, EVEN 
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I contrast this with Moffatt's claim to its corruptness). Hr proved 
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There is. however, even a bit of archaeological evidence con¬ 
cerning New Testament MSS that contradicts the theories of modern 

textual rritics. from Hurt on. 0*(Callaghan has idrntifieri a papyrus 

fragment from Qumran (7(^5) with Mark 6:52-53. Whilr this is 

minute a fragment to establish a text-type, it does establish the 

of the argumrnt that rarly Christians did not virw the 
postolir writings and the writings of the disciples as Scripture. 

So. indred. as I have said, ""the latrst arehaeologiral discoveries 

have revealed.. .that copies of scripture even more ancient than 
any of the codices previously mentioned are in astounding agree- 

with the Word of God as found in our King James Version!** 
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idea of the King James Version being “based upon the finest an¬ 
cient manuscripts” is a non-valid opinion which is not generally 
shared by the scholarly world of textual criticism. To hold such 
an opinion is certainly no crime, but to set forth such an opinion 
as though it were backed by the most trustworthy scholarship is 
deceptive. At the very best, it is a minority opinion which is re¬ 
jected by almost all textual scholars. As Greenlee points out in regard 
to one of tbe very few' recent works which takes this view, Edward 
Hills’ book The King James Version Defended, 18 “the author states 
his case well, but his work can hardly become more than a scholarly 

curiosity. 

V 




ia Des Moines, Iowa: Christian Research Press, 1956* 
^Greenlee, P. 82. 


Segraves ’ Rejoinder 


white says that the only thing left for us is to admit that the 
thesis of my article is “a non-valid opinion.” I hardly think this 
is the case. The facts, 1 believe, speak for themselves. 

Now he returns to his opening argument that my view is “not 

generally shared” and “is rejected by almost all.” As we have already 
seen, this proves absolutely nothing. We could quote the majority 
of scholars on the side of many issues which have subsequently 
proved to be wrong. 

In view of White’s diligent response to my article, I am somewhat 
surprised that he quotes Greenlee's brief dismissal of Hills’ thorough 

work. It would appear to me that White would recognize that 
Greenlee’s casual and patronizing treatment of Hills does nothing 

to answer the arguments put forth by Hills. Greenlee could only 
say Hills work “can hardly beeome more than a scholarly curiosi¬ 
ty” if he had responded, point by point, to Hills. He does nothing 
of the kind. It also appears that White is not familiar with the 
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The Search for the Word of God 


White s Response 


We move now to the subject of the King James Version itself 
as based on the Received Text. The forty-seven men who worked 
on what has come to be known as the Authorized Version were 
indeed eminent scholars. Their credentials were excellent and can 
in no way he discounted simply because they used a popular hut 
somewhat inferior text. The suggestion that they were the most emi¬ 
nent group of scholars “of any day” is overly ambitious, and the 
opinion that “today it would be virtually impossible to duplicate 
the total quantity and quality of (their) knowledge” may be passed 

over since it can in no way be proved or disproved. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


White admits the translators of the KJV were eminent scholars. 

On this we agree. But his characterization of the text used by them 

inferior” is not proven. That is his opinion. I have offered facts 
to the contrary. His next sentence is a paradox, for he says, on the 

one hand, my statement that they were the most eminent “of any 
day” is overly ambitious, and on the other hand, that there is no 
way to prove whether we could duplicate the total quantity and 
quality of their knowledge. 

Contrary to the misinformed view of some 
the men were who translated the KJV, and we do know both their 
academic and spiritual backgrounds. Terence H. Brow r n has pro¬ 
vided a thumbnail sketch of both in Fuller’s Which Bible? Gustav us 
Paine has done the same in his book. The Men Behind the King 
James Version, though Paine is not nearly as concerned about the 
spiritual aspects as we would be. I have dealt with a small part 
of this on pages 136 through 143. 
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In the earliest days of the faith whenever any Greek codex 
fell into the hands of anyone who thought that he had a slight 
familiarity with Greek and Latin, he was bold enough to attempt 

'hile I do not know anyone personally 
who. aflrr taking a few Hebrew and Greek courses, has actually 
published his own version of the Bible. I know for a fact that many 
young students and preachers take such courses and then proceed 
from the pulpit, to give their people the vast benefit of their learn 
ing by “correcting” the KJV. This amounts to the same thing. A 
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An interesting story is found in Walton’s biography 
of Bishop Sanderson illustrating the truth of the old prov¬ 
erb, “a little learning is a dangerous thing.” Dr. Kilbye, 
an excellent Hebrew scholar and Professor of this language 
at the university, also expert in Greek and chosen as one 
of the translators, went on a visit with Sanderson, and at 
church on Sunday they heard a young preacher waste a 
great amount of the lime allotted for his sermon in criticiz¬ 
ing several words in the then recent translation. He careful¬ 
ly showed how one particular word should have been 
translated in a different way. Later that evening the 
preacher and the learned strangers were invited together 
to a meal, and Dr. Kilbye took the opportunity to tell the 
preacher that he could have used his time more profitably. 
The Doctor then explained that the translators had very 
carefully considered the “three reasons” given by the 
preacher, hut they had found another thirteen more weighty 
reasons for giving the rendering complained of by the young 
critic. 63 


Only God knows how much damage is done by those with a 
“little learning” sowing doubts in the minds of people about God’s 
Holy Word. How presumptuous it is for a Hebrew or Greek stu¬ 
dent to confidently assert that the translators of the KJV, with their 
incomparable backgrounds in linguistics, their knowledge of 
multitudes of languages, and the pooled resources of ail the learned 

men of that time, were in error here or there. 

Frankly, I am astounded by White’s next claim. He says that 
modem translations are made “under equally exacting specifica¬ 
tions by men with impeccable academic, as well as pietistic, creden¬ 
tials, recognized scholars who affirmed the final authority and 
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willing to die among them! (See page 169.) The American Stand* 

ard Version is. of 


'Ti iii rr 




iTTV. 


( 1i<1 iT i 


. simply the Revised Version of 1881 with 
few minor changes to suit the American language. And we have 

part of 
of the RV commit* 






well documented the absolute lack of orthodoxy on 
estcotl and llort, the two principle 


1 .:. 


i' 


n 


ll a d I I 


text the New Testament of the RV was based. 




upon 




iii 'a 


I . I 




ic with the Roman Catholic Church and Da^ 


.TI i 


BV 

* 


n 




i-i 


! AS 


I I 


win's theory of evolution. (See pages 18 through 21.) Neither 
believed the Bible was infallible, or the final authority. 

Can White be serious about including The New English Bible 

who kept the whole 


in this last? Its Vice-Chai 


and Di 


f 111 i i VTil 




eye." C. H. 

his lack of belief in the inspiration of the Bible. (See pages 183 

186.) He says it is a 




■ :» 


lit 


L. M r n 


■ I 


position" and suggests that 


simply 












■Tin 


J . 


. J 
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And Moffatt! He who said of the difficulties of the translator, 

“But once the translator.. .is freed from the influence of the theory 
of verbal inspiration, these difficulties cease to be so formidable.” 

(See page 171.) Surely White has not read the Introduction to Mof- 

fatt’s translation! 

What of Phillips? He subscribes to the work of C. H. Dodd 

and believes Matthew is the result of the Q document. (See page 186.) 

The New American Standard Bible is simply an update of the 
American Standard Version. I have discussed this at length on pages 
171 through 181. Regardless of how pietistic its translators may 

have been, they were working with the same text and translation 
that came from the hands of Westcott, Hort, and even the Unitarian 

Smith! 


I dealt with The New International Version on pages 181 and 

182 . The difference between the text upon which it is based, both 

in the Old Testament and in the New Testament, and that of the 
RSV, ASV, RV, NEB, etc., would not fill a thimble. The translators 

may have been ever so devout, but they worked with a text created 
as they went along (eclectic), a text which comes out in basic agree¬ 
ment with B and Aleph, which are in fact ohviously corrupt. 

Weymouth is simply another translation in keeping with Mof¬ 
fatt, Phillips, Goodspeed, etc. There is not enough difference in 
any of them to quibble about. 

Now White says these are 

Indeed, those he has listed represent the finest modern textual 
criticism has to offer. They come up woefully lacking, not only 
in matters of text, both of Old Testament and New Testament, but 
in the personal spiritual qualifications of the translators. 

1 must humbly suggest, and I do so without rancor, that it is 
White who “had best do some more homework.” 


few of the better translations ! 
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White s Response 


The King James Version of 1611 was the brainchild of James 

VI of Scotland who became James I of England when he asceded 
[sic] to the English throne. One of his first acts as the new king 

was to convene a conference at Hampton Court of clergymen and 

theologians to examine things “amiss in the church.” The 

background for this summons included the Millenary Petition, a 
document he had received en route to London from Scotland. In 
it were the complaints of the Puritan party with about a thousand 
signatures. The Puritans exerted a considerable amount of influence 
in England, and James could hardly afford to ignore them, although 
he treated them with general contempt at the conference. Never¬ 
theless, when the Puritan president suggested producing an author¬ 
ized version of the English Bible acceptable to all parties in the 
English church, James recognized a golden opportunity. First, it 
would give him the political advantage of having the populace 
regard him as the keeper of religious peace, a fact which was more 
elaborately written out in the opening paragraph of the King James 
Version introduction. 21 Secondly, it gave him the excuse he need¬ 
ed to replace the two most popular versions of the English Bible 
(the Bishop’s Bible and the Geneva Bible), popular among the peo¬ 
ple, hut not so popular with James inasmuch as some of the notes 
accompanying the text seemed to undermine hiB conviction that 
“kings were appointed by God and had a divine right to rule their 
people.” At any rate, in the midst of such political intrigue a com¬ 
mittee of scholars was selected, the text divided up into sections, 
and the work carried out. 


‘‘This introduction may still be found in some modem KJV editions, especially 
those printed in England (cf. Oxford, World, etc.). 
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at all; it is simply a scholarly revision. Even the original title page 
of the 1611 edition spells this out clearly. Although it gradually 
replaced the Bishop’s Bible in public use (and not without 


a great 

was no formal appointment of 
authorized” by the King, Parliament or any one else. Ironical¬ 
ly, this is really the third so-called ‘’Authorized Bible 


deal of public resistance 22 ), there 

it as 


to appear 

in print. In the long run, however, its merit as a superior work 
to its predecessors brought it to dominance in the English world. 


“One scholar of the lime remarked that he “had rather be rent in pieces with 
wild horses, than any such translation by my consent should be urged upon poor 

churches” (quoted from F.F. Bruce, p. 229). Two modem scholars from Baylor 
University point out, “This translation (KJV) was considered heretical and received 
poor initial acceptance.” Henry Jackson Flanders, Jr. and Bruce C. Cresson, In¬ 
troduction to the Bible (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1973), p. 8,9. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


A6 will be seen by reading my chapter on the KJV, it is indeed 
the case that it was the crowning fruit of the Bibles of the Refor¬ 
mation era. It is said that about 95% of the KJV is Tyndale. This 
detracts from the KJV not at all. Rather, it strengthens its posi¬ 
tion. All of the previous English translations (with the exception 
of Rheims) spoken of were from the Majority Text (and I know 
the individual translators didn’t have a majority of the MSS before 
them as they translated; they didn’t need all the MSS, they had 
their representatives). All of the finest efforts of the men before 
them were incorporated into the KJV. Their purpose, according 
to Miles Smith, was not to make an entirely new translation, but 
to make a good one better. 

The second point White makes concerning the authorization 
of the Authorized Version, is one that is often made by those who 
would detract from the KJV. Indeed, he has followed them precisely 
to the point of mentioning other “authorized” versions. This seems 
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to include Bruce’s next sentence (“Broughton had not served on 
the panel of translators, for all his scholarship; he was not much 
of a team-worker. 


It seems as if Broughton may have had an 
“axe to grind.” White says the KJV managed to win out “in the 
long run.” That “long run” was about twenty to fifty years. Now 
consider this, a new Bible comes on the scene, and in from twenty 
to fifty years only, the great majority of Christian people have laid 
down their other translations, including the Geneva Bible, to take 

up the new! Such a phenomenon has never been repeated since, 

even with millions of dollars worth of publicity and Madison Avenue 

techniques. 


”64 


White s Response 


Though the King James Version was dominant for the next 300 
years, it must not be thought that textual criticism fell into limbo. 

The following area of discussion follows Greenlee and Geisler and Nix. 






Segraves ’ Rejoinder 


A correction i6 in order: The KJV is still dominant, and the 

four hundredth year is quickly approaching. As to what textual 

criticism “fell into 


I will let the reader decide. 


White’s Response 

The same desire to piece together the most accurate Greek text 
possible, which desire originally had led to the Received Text, con¬ 
tinued to propel scholars forward in their efforts to match the 

autographs as closely as possible. 
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through 89. How can he say the received text was not “had 

misleading,” if-as he believes-it includes thousands of errors, and 
words, verses, and passages which are not even the Word of God? 
On the pages mentioned above, we have shown how, in a very few 
limited instances, the new versions, based on current texts, bring 
basie tenets of the Christian faith into question. This could be 
multiplied many, many times over. 


or 


White s Response 


It was simply that the Received Text was quite obviously “fa 
from the original text. 

Greenlee, p. 72. 
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Segraves Rejoinder 


If this is so, is its familiarity sufficient to override the fact that 
it is in error? Is that why White continues to “use” it? It would 
appear to me that if a person honestly believed it was far from 
the original text, and if he believed the Scriptural warnings against 
adding to or taking away, he would have to put the KJV aside, 
be done with it for once and for ail, and use the text he believed 
nearer the original. 


White s Response 


Nor yet was it that the King James Version lacked respectability. 
The rapidly changing English language and the discovery of in¬ 
creasingly more textual evidence brought to light the need for serious 
and careful revision. Between 1633 and 1830, a whole list of 
scholars such as John Mill, Richard Bentley, J. A. Bengel, John 
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White, who accuses me of innuendo, suggests that those who 
favored the KJ V had no interest in the “originals,” and that perhaps 
they were not as “conscientious” as 


those who did. Rather, they 


believed the Received Text did represent the 


originals.” 

He also speaks again of how “hastily” the Received Text 
assemhled. We have already spoken to this, but I must point out 
here that, truly, the Received Text was the work of hundreds of 
years by the comhined efforts countless scribes. Rememher that 
Erasmus did not need a large number of MSS; the MSS he had 
represented the large number. 


was 


Next, White suggests that the only thing that is the deciding 
factor for the supremacy of the Received Text is tradition. He then 
raises the specter of the Roman church, and implies that if we believe 
the Received Text is nearest to the original Word of God, we are 
guilty of Romanizing. There is no basis for his contention. Tradi¬ 
tion is not, as we ha ve shown, the only deciding factor for the Re¬ 
ceived Text. As far as Romanizing tendencies are concerned, the 
church of Rome despises the KJV, but gladly approves of some 
of the new translations. Supporters of the Received Text do not 
believe the church is the mother of the Bible; they believe God is 
the author of the Bible, and that He preserved it providentially 
through the vast majority of MSS and the use of humhie believers 
all through the centuries. But neither do we accept his alternative, 
i.e. that the Bible is the mother of the church. Rather, “Jerusalem 
which is above. . .is the mother of us all” (Galatians 4:26). 

Then White says, “No one could claim the final authority of 
Scripture if he was not willing to find out exactly what that Scrip¬ 
ture said when originally written!” I agree with his statement (not 
his implication, of course). But does he believe it? Most of the 
scholars he quotes have given up hope of ever finding out “exactly 
what that Scripture said when originally written.” They believe 
it is possible to approximate the original text, to come close to it. 
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to understand, 
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answered. 


White sums up all of Scrivener’s, Burgon’s, and Miller’s 
arguments in one sentence: The traditional text must have been 
the right one as God would not have permitted his church to follow 
anything else. These men certainly lielieved that, but their arguments 
were vast, reasoned, and well ordered. They quoted from hundreds 
of sources and demonstrated and proved their contentions. Has 

White read Burgon’s The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel Accord • 
ing to Saint Mark? W ; hat about The Revision Revised or The Causes 

of Corruption, etc.? His defense cannot be limited to a one sentence 
definition. (It is understandable, though, that White would do this, 
for this is the treatment accorded Burgon’s massive arguments hy 

the current textual critics.i 


White s Response 


Burgon predicted that subsequent scholarship would prove the 

but alas, subsequent scholarship 


inferiority of the Revised Version 
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for there is, after all, only van Bruggen, Pickering, Martin, Hodge6, 
Hills, etc. But we do not decide the issue by a majority vote of 
the scholars. White’s repeated reference to the majority of scholar¬ 
ship proves nothing in and of itself. 


White s Response 


Although a number of unauthorized revisions were made on 
the King James version between 1611 and 1881, 27 the long sought 

after revision did not hegin until 1871. 


27 Tlie revision of Dr. Blayncy in 1769 which remains as the standard form 
to this day differed from the 1611 edition in at leasL 75,000 details—see; Edgar 
J. Goods peed, "'"The Versions of the New Testament,” TooU for Bible Study, Palmer 

H* Kelly and Donald G. Miller (erfc.), PP- H8- 


Segraves Rejoinder 


This is another of the standard efforts the detractors from the 
KJV make in an attempt to buttress their position. It is thought, 
I suppose, that those of us who defend the KJV will throw up our 
hands in despair to think that our present KJV is really so dif¬ 
ferent from the first KJV. What are the facts of the case? Hills 

comments: 


Opponents of the King James Version often try to refute 

which edition of the King James version 

professor in 


us by asking us 

we receive as authoritative. For example 
well known Bihle sehool writes as follows: “With specific 






reference to the King James translation, I must ask you 
which revision you refer to as the one to he accepted? It 
has been revised at least three times. The first translation 
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the Apocrypha. which I do not 
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1611 i 

a* authoritative. 

Thi* retort, however. i» very weak. All the edition* of 

Ver*ion from 1611 onward are wtill ex* 
tant and have been examined minutely by F. H. A. 
Scrivener and other careful scholar*. Aside from printer* 

•e edition*, differ from each other only in regard 
to spelling. punctuation, and. in a few place*, italic*. Hence 
anv one of them may be uurd by a Biblr-brlirving Chris* 
tian. The fact that Mime of them include the Apocryph 

i» betide the point. *ince thi* 

in the Old and New Testament*. 
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the king J 
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not affect their arcuracv 
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L j. _i 


include the Apocrypha as Scrip- 

turr. a* an examination of that first edition will show. Thev in- 

r 

eluded it purely a* I Ac books called Apocrypha. Mile* Smith did 

Scripture in bi» message to the reader*. But 
even if the translator* had felt the Apocrypha was inspired (which 
they didn'tl. it would have had no bearing on the Old Testament 
and New Testament. 


translator* of 1611 did 


deal with them 


y T7 


ill 
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ire for this revision 


idespread in Protestant* 
Convocation of the Province of Canterbury 

organisation of the revision 
of vari 
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. In 1872. a group of 

. A summary of the careful 

Nix,* and 
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he found in Geisler 
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included the stipulation that in the final revision, no chance 

to be m 


was 

ade from the existing Text except by a two-thirds vote. 




p. 424. 


Seg raves’ Rejoinder 


This desire for a revision, which White said was so widespread, 
was rejected by the Northern Convocation of the Church of England. 

Wilkinson puts more perspective on the efforts of a few 
initiate a revision: 


men to 


The first efforts to secure revision were cautiously made 
in 1857 by five clergymen. . . . The triumvirate who con¬ 
stantly worked to bring things to a head. . .found it dif¬ 
ficult to get the project on foot. Twice they had appealed 
to the Government in hopes that, as in the case of the King 
James of 1611, Queen Victoria would appoint a royal com¬ 
mission. They were refused. 

There was sufficient aggression in the Southern Con¬ 
vocation, which represented the Southern half of the Church 
of England, to vote Revision. But they lacked a leader. 
There was no outstanding name which would suffice in 
the public eye as a guarantee against the possible dangers. 
Th is difficulty, however, was at last overcome when Bishop 
Ellicott won over “that most versatile and picturesque per¬ 
sonality in the English Church, Samuel Wilberforcc, the 
silver-tongued Bishop of Oxford.” 

He was the remaining son of the great Emancipator 
who was still with the Church of England; the two other 

Henry and Roherl, influenced by the Oxford Move¬ 
ment, had gone over to the Church of Rome. Dr. Wilber- 


sons 
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fttny had rrmlrml pral nervier to ihr Knplish Ohurch in 
nccurinp (hr resurrection of ihr Southern i ^invocation, 
hirh for a humimi yran had not l»rrn jirnnitled to 
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\n amendment win pawrd to include thr Old Tesla* 

.. This committee solicited thr inartiripation of thr 


mrfit.. 
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not favorahlr for Revision. ami that 
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Thr *Yan-ful policies of revision 
of nourro. I havr thrm lirforr mr in a lunik from thr rra hy Dorua 


k found in anv numlirr 




Clarke. Hut. however careful thr policies may havr hern. thr ac- 
loal procedure wan something else. I havr drall with this in drtail 

page* 165 through 167. 
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W hite b ReBpottBP 


ith all this in mind, it in extremely difficult to ser how our 
article came up with thr conclusion that thr Revised Version wai 

at all." True, it was madr with careful reference 
the Critical Text rathrr than thr inferior Kerrivrd Text, hut to 
v that this (iiitical Text 
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m clearly abusing thr facts. It was a text compiled from a much 

and oldrr base of manuscript authority and a much more 
iratiftr approach than the haphaaard Received Text. 
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Segraves’ Rejoinder 


The RV was not a revision because it was based 


upon a com¬ 
pletely different text in the New Testament. You cannot have two 

different works hased on two different texts and call 




one a revi¬ 
sion of the other. To say that the RV was made with “careful 

reference” to W-H’s critical text is not correct either. Not only did 

they “carefully refer” to it; they slavishly followed it. We have seen 

that already in our study. Even the textual scholars on White’s side 

admit that the RV New Testament is hased on W-H’s new Greek 


1* 


text. And the fact is, W-H s text was “invented” by them, ft did 
not come from a “much broader and older base” of MS authority, 
nor was the approach “scientific.” And as we have seen, the Received 
Text was not “haphazard. 

Instead, even Greenlee, who is on While’s side, admits that 

Westcott and Hort followed a small number of MSS. Of that small 

number, they often reduced down to two, B and Aleph. And when 

Aleph and B disagreed (which is more often than when they agree), 
the final vote was B! Was this a “broad” base? By using a handful 
of disagreeing MSS, W-II plainly invented a new text that never 

existed anvwhere on earth as a unit before that lime. 

We have examined their “scientific” approach. It assumes that 
1) older is better, 2) shorter is better, 3) harder is better. Is this 
scientific”? The word “scientific” refers to that which can he 
demonstrated. Not one of W-H’s theoretical points can be 
demonstrated. 


■II 


44 


White s Response 


A real comparision between the King Jams Version and the 
Revised Version has been capsulized by F. F. Bruce: 
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Mill'll drprmb oo what ibf reader really want*. If be 

ilh smaller point* of accuracy. but want* 

ilh old haunting associations and 
he will prefer the Authorised Version. 
If he want* an arrurate and severely literal representation 

of the original, ralrulaled to sene the requirements of the 

areful student, he will prefer the Revised (Version).” 
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a literary masterpiece, 
beautiful r 
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This is, of couree. simply Bruce** opinion. like a good adherent 
lo the new criliral texts, he lielieves the KJV has errors. But he 

c have nothing against 


ha* presented nothing here to prove it, so 
which to speak. 


f ^ 


Jim 






That a handful of scholars quit the revision committee on the 
basis of denominational prejudice is not surprising. However, it 

he red that the very fact that the revision commit* 


should he 


Idjl T" djlJ 


was interdenominational was a safeguard that not any one doc- 

in to the text from a partisan position. 


trinal preference should 
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hardly believe that While has said this, since 1 know he 
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is personally convinced of the absolute deity of Jesus Christ. My 

that Bible-believing 


of the committee quit 
the committee included a Unitarian. Doesn't White know 
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what a Unitarian is? I have described the Unitarian’s views on pages 
156 through 158. He was G. Vance Smith. He did not believe in 


the deity of Jesus Christ to any degree whatsoever. His deity. Smith 

thought, was only in the minds of those who deified Him. One 
of h is favorite passages in the RV 

which robs Jesus of His deity. Smith understood this well and com¬ 
mented on it. (See page 156.) 

Another interesting point is that, while some Bilde-believers quit 

because Smith was on the committee, Westcott and Horl threaten¬ 
ed to quit if he w as taken off, which the Upper House of Convoca¬ 
tion requested! 

So White thinks it is a safeguard to have an infidel 
translating committee? I cannot believe he really thinks this. I agree 
fully with Fowler who says, 


no doubt, was l Timothy 3:16 


on the 


. . .No one can translate the Holy Scriptures without the 
theological views of the translator having some influence 
and effect on the translation made. The same thing is true 
of one who prepares a Greek text. According to the New 
Testament, no matter how great their scholarship, men who 
are not born from above and indwelt by the Holy Spirit 
cannot be trusted either to advise with respect to the Greek 
text of the New Testament or to translate it correctIv. This 

But 


principle is stated in 1 Corinthians 2:14 where it says 

the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of 
God: they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know 

■r 

them, because they are spiritually discerned. 


”68 


interdenominational 


White speaks of the committee’s 
character. It certainly was. It included a Unitarian, from the 
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church" which believe* practically nothing at all. Il included 

mtnrtt ami Hurt, who, though member* of tbe Church of England, 
were extremely sympathetic with tbe Roman Catholic Church. Hurt 
did mM believe Pvutcwtantism would last long. It included J. H. 

who 

a Cardinal in the Roman Catholic Church. It included Stanley, 

who thought Bible*belirver* were “'modem dogmatists** and thal 

the Word of (kid dwelt in the sacred books of other religions 

ell a* in the Bible. White and I are agreed that it was indeed 
an interdenominational group. Rut we disagree on how much of 

safeguard** thal was. 
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y quit the Church of England and Irecame 
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Ur. Scrivener may have been entitled to his opinion that the 

effort was destined to be a "horrendous travesty upon Christian!* 

ly.*" ^el. conservative Christian scholars of equal or greater 

magnitude did not share his opinion. 


Rejoinder 




hile refer? Note careful* 

ly. the majority of revisers were no/ conservative. It is natural that 

the liberal scholars dir! not share his opinion, and those ate the 
only ones who mattered, for they were in the majority, particular* 
ly aftrr the conservative scholars quit over Smith's participation. 

voire cry ing in the wilderness.** And there weren't 
y scholar*, either conservative or lilieral. **of equal or greater 
agnitude** than Scrivener. 


To what “conservative scholars lines 


was 
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White s Response 


To not call Westcott and Hort fundamental Christians 
most charitable moments” is a matter of perspective. Certainly one 
cannot relate them to the fundamentalists-modernist controversy 
of the 1930s, which arose fifty years later. Yet as F. F. Bruce again 

In general, the views of Wescott [sic] and Hurt com¬ 
manded the assent of their colleagues. 

J0 F.F. Bruce. 233. 


in his 


comments 


”30 


Segraves Rejoinder 


By “fundamental, I mean “Bible-believing.” I refer the reader 
to pages 17 through 22, where he will learn of Westcott and Hort 
views from their own testimony. They were strongly sympathetic 
with Roman Catholicism, did not believe in the Creation as recorded 
in Genesis (instead they were fond of Darwin’s new theory), did 
not believe in the doctrine of original sin, did not believe in the 
blood atonement of Christ, etc. I believe my statement will stand 
in anyhody’s perspective, including White’s. 

As for the statement by Bruce that “in general” the views of 
W-H “commanded the assent of their colleagues,” this simply tells 
us what their colleagues believed! 




The Article 


God’s Holy Word? 


Which would you rather accept as 
A translation based on the overwhelming majority of an¬ 
cient manuscripts, rendered by sincere Christian men, 
eminently qualified academically, who believed that what 
they were working with was inspired by God, or a version 
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manuscript pitrrd togrthfr by lwo men who 


taken from 

make no claim to regard the Scripture* *o highly, and who 
numltrr among their colleague* Dr. G. Vance Smith, minuter 
of St. Saviour'* Gate Unitarian Chapel? 


i 




til Ik 
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Now for the que«tion: “Which would you rather accept a* God * 

ord?" Thr categoric* given in the article must be dismissed a* 
false dilemma. If thev were indeed true categoric*, the choice 
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ould be obvious, but one must never allow himself to be 

■ kin g ■ choice on the basis of a seriously defi* 




ipulatrd into 
riml presentation of the case. 
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hite say*. “If they are indeed true categories, the choice would 
be obvious." Has he proven that they are indeed a “false dilem* 

f What I have said is a fact: The KJV is ba»ed on the text 
represented by the overwhelming majority of ancient MSS. It was 

by sincere Christian men who were eminently qualified. 
All modem versions are based essentially upon the criticial text 
of W-H, which was indeed pieced together from a handful of MSS 

by I 

count of Creation. And among their colleag 
ho denied the deity of Christ. They are true categories. And 1 
trying to manipulate no one; 
the “obvious** choice? 
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who believed the Bible contained a myth in the ac- 

was Vance Smith. 
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The Article 


3. It gives full credit to the divinity of Christ . 


One of the most dangerous things about the newer ver¬ 
sions of the Holy Bible is the attack upon the divinity of 
Jesus. Take a look in any version but the King James at 
Scriptures like I Timothy 3:16. What do they say? Chances 
are, they do not say: “God was manifest in the flesh. . . .” 
Examine the last twelve verses of Mark in your “up-to- 
date” version. Are they there? If so, is there a footnote say¬ 
ing something about these verses being missing from the 
“most ancient manuscripts”? Are they enclosed in hrackets 
to indicate that mayhe they don’t belong there, after all? 
H ow about Luke 23:34? Does your new translation cast 
doubt on whether Jesus said, “Father, forgive them; for 
they know not what they do”? What about Luke 22:43, 44, 
Matthew 18:11, Mark 6:11, Matthew 5:44, Mark 1:1, and 
9:44-48? On and on 


we could 


ad nauseutn. 




White s Response 


The proposal that the modern versions make a “dangerous at¬ 
tack upon the divinity of Jesus” is doubtful. The deity of Christ 
is a theological matter of interpretation and faith, as well as just 
a translational matter. One must either accept or reject it upon the 
basis of faith. 


Segraves' Rejoinder 


It is only doubtful if you have never read the references in the 
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hite in 

diM-UMn> I Timothv 3:16: 


ronyt. Smith himnelf provide* thr rxamplr an hr 
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Thr old reading han lirrn pronounced untrnahlr lit 
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natr I ord. ami thrrrforr an “1 nnl manifested in tin* flesh.** 


it han hrrn known to iir lit all careful 










lihrrau may attempt to byp 


1 


that claim on the 
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grounds of hermeneutics or form criticism or a supposed discrepancy 

between the historical Jesus and the Jesus of history, but they 
not alter the fact that a straightforward examination of the New' 
Testament texts, from any textual family, proclaims Jesus as divine. 
A brief survey of passages from several modern versions w ill help 
point out this fact: 


can- 


“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 
with God and the Word was God” (John 1:1). (New Inter¬ 
national Version) 


“Nobody has ever seen God, but God has been unfolded 
by the divine One, the only Son, who lies upon the Father’s 
breast” (John 1:18). (The Bible: A New Translation by 
James Moffatt) 


“Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in 
Christ Jesus, who, although He existed in the form of God, 
did not regard equality with God a thing to be grasped” 
(Philippians 2:5, 6). (New American Standard Bible) 


“He (Christ) is the image of the invisible God, the first¬ 
born of all creation” (Colossians 1:15). (Revised Standard 

Version) 


“For it is in Christ that the fulness of God s nature 
dwells embodied, and in Him you are made complete, and 
He is the Lord of all princes and rulers” (Colossians 2:9). 
(New Testament in Modem Speech by Richard Weymouth) 


. . .in this final age he (God) has spoken to us in the 
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Smi. . .who is I hr effulgence of God's spemlour |sic) and 
the stamp «f liodV very bring...(Hebrew* 1:1-3). (New 

Knglish Bihlr) 


lections, though brief. serve to show how unfounded 


The above 

i* the claim that the newer versions attack the deity of Christ. To 


ba<e «urh a rlaim upon I Timothy 3:16 (and only one pa wage ii 

an insufficient base) show* 


certain lack of knowledge of the text 


I W 


involved. 
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I.ibrrals do indeed attempt to bypaw the deity of (Jirist on the 
ground* of hermeneutic* or form criticism. etc., an White ha* said. 
But not onl> can they, they will alter the fart that the New Tenia* 
men! text* proclaim the dritv of Christ, if they hut get the chance! 
Thi* if proved. for instance. in the seventy-five instance* I have 
mentioned above. 


hite has given us from 
vervion* to prove that they do not attack the deity of (Christ? 


L' 


But now. what of these exampl 


First. I did not *av that vou are unahle to find any reference* to 
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drift'* deitv in the 


• versions. That would be loo much. I said 




.. .attack** upon the deity of Christ. If they 
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deletrd onlv 




reference to His deity, that would lie, as far as 
concerned, a dangerous attack. I am not willing to give up 
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First, he offers the NIV translation of John 1:1. Why didn't 
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a translation is not accurate, though practically all modern ver* 
sions use it, Jesus was the only begotten Sou. a term which reveals 
His unique relationship with God. What about the NIV’s Luke 
23:42, w'here the dying thief does not say, “Jesus, Lord. . . .” but 
merely, “Jesus 

Sou of Man out of heaven? Or John 6:47, where one no longer 
has to believe on Jesus, but just to believe (on what, w r e are not 
told). How about John 6:69, where instead of being “the Christ, 
the Son of the Living God,” Jesus becomes “the Holy One of God.” 
What of Romans 1:16, w'here the “gospel of Christ” shrinks to the 
“gospel.” This could be repeated, again and again. 

Second, While offers Moffatt’s John 1:18, where God is “un¬ 
folded” by the “divine One, the only Son.” 1 w'onder why he chose 
to quote verse 18 from this version, instead of verse 1, which reads, 
“The Logos existed in the very beginning, the Logos was with God, 
the Logos was divine.” This is quite a different thing than saying, 

“The Word was God” I w'onder why he didn’t quote Luke 2:33 and 
43. The KJV says, “Joseph and his mother” in both places. Mof- 

fatt says, “His father and mother” and “his parents.” 

Third, be gives the NASB version of Philippians 2:5, 6. Why 
did he not choose instead Mark 1:1, which reads, “The beginning 
of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,” accompanied by 
a footnote reading, “Many inss. omit, the Son of God. 
he not share John 1:18, with the novel reading, “No man has seen 
God at any time; the only begotten God, who is in the bosom of 
the Father, He has explained Him.” The only begotten God?! 

Fourth, White offers the RSV of Colossians 1:15. But what about 

which joins the NASB is calling into question 
And why not John 1:14, 18, which lias forgot¬ 
ten begotten, and Jesus has become God’s only Son. 

Fifth, lie gives Weymouth’s Colossians 2:9. I regret that 1 do 
not have Weymouth before me. But I must confess that to me it 
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had never beard of J 

of l»od'* nature dwell* in this Christ, would he umlerstand that 

as actually (*od manifest in (he flesh? (The latter, of course 
the newer version* deny.) 

Finally, he appeal* to NEB’* Hebrews 1:1-3. Why did he not 

the list and offer NEB'* John 1:1 first? It reads. “When 

The Word dwell with (*od, 

hile ran see that the 
a* i* an entirely different thing 
was God.** As R. W. Shekner has said 
r ran say Adam was *what God was*. . .namely, holy and 
righteous before he fell into sin. But it would be madness to say 

a» irod.’ ** If a man's hands are cold and his feet are cold, 
say hi* hand* are what has feel are. But one certainly 

couldn't *av hi* hand* are hi* feet! 
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So % hile think* mv rlaim that the newer version* attack the 
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among scholars for many years. 31 The strength for rendering the 
passage “God was manifested. . .” rather than “He (Christ) was 
manifested. . .” or “which (the mystery of faith or godliness) was 
manifested. . .,” as it appears in the other versions, lies with the 
Received Text. The Received Text does pul 0£O£ (God) rather 
than Qc, (he or who or which) largely on the authority of Codex 
Alexandrinus (Codex A). In Codex A the word is not actually 
Qtoc, but 0<;, which as Adam Clarke points out may be an ab¬ 
breviation for Otoe, occurring commonly enough in early Greek 
manuscripts and especially within Codex A. Thus, the difference 
between and 0^ is only a horizontal line (plus a small mark 
indicating contraction). To complicate matters more, the horizon¬ 
tal line in 0^ has quite obviously been added by a later hand. 
Some early scholars concluded that such an ink line was added 

because the scribe concientiously believed that 0^ was the cor¬ 
rect reading, and consequently, was added later as an improve¬ 
ment. However, Henry Alford remarks that what possibly would 
have appeared as a faint horizontal line in need of retouching was 
actually just the shadow of the middle line of the E written squarely 
on the same part of the page but on the opposite side. (One has 
no doubt noticed the same thing even in modern printing, where 
the figures on one side of the page may be seen through from the 
other side.) Furthermore, Alford continues, 


Sir Frederick Madden now informs me that a very 
powerful microscope has been applied by Professor 
Maskelyne, at his request, to the passage in the MS, and 
the result has been that no trace of either vergula in the 

or mark of contraction over it can be discovered. It 
is to be hoped therefore, that A (Codex A) will never again 
be cited on the side of rec (Received Text). 


Qc 
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The Search for the Word of God 


of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the 
book of life, and out of the holy city, and from the things 

which are written in this book” (Revelation 22:19). 


White's Response 


The concluding comments of the article call attention to several 
disputed passages which are based on fragmentary evidence. Ap¬ 
parently, the use of translations with textual annotations as to the 

kinds and level of manuscript authority is tahoo. The impression 
is left that such annotations are designed to destroy the Word of 
God. I should like to simply address this section with several general 
comments. 

First, annotations as to textual authority are simply comments 
on the facts of textual evidence. Whether these facts are pointed 
out in footnotes as in, for instance. The New International Ver¬ 
sion and The New r American Standard Bible, or whether they are 
ignored is a matter of preference and does not add to or subtract 
from their reality. If the footnote says a certain set of verses or 
phrases is not in the most ancient manuscripts, the editor is only 
calling attention to the true state of affairs. Certainly, some may 
not wish to be so forthright and will prefer to remain with a less 
analytical approach. On the other hand, the serious student of the 
Word of God will not wish to neglect such matters. 


Segraves Rejoinder 


As I have indicated previously in this work, the problem with 
the annotations, or footnotes, is that they do not tell the whole story. 
If a reader sees, for example, the NASB’s footnote on Mark 1:1, 
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The Search for the Word of God 


don t say anything at all; some claim that later MSS read God; 
some claim some MSS read God; some say God rests on no suffi¬ 
cient ancient evidence; some say ancient authorities read “which”; 
some say other ancient authorities read God; and the RSV adds 
a new twist by saying that the Greek is Who. If the Greek is Who, 
how can the English be lie 

I believe it is obvious, with even this very limited evidence, 
that the current use of footnotes only serves to confuse and com¬ 
plicate understanding of the Holy Scriptures. A student doesn’t know 
what to helieve is God’s Word. 

I do not helieve that ignorance is bliss. But neither do I believe 
that the pseudo-intellectual approach of the conflicting footnotes 

is of any benefit to Christians. The only way such footnotes could 
be used properly would be if they told the truth and the whole 

story: which MSS; how many MSS; how old of MSS. But, of course, 
that 16 impossible, for there are over 5,000 extant. This is just another 
dilemma of the W-H theorv, which believes that, wherever the Word 
of God is, it is not in the vast majority of extant MSS. 
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While s Response 


In the interests of kindness, we shall overlook the “ad nauseum 
comment. The comparison between the Westcott-Hort Theory and 
evolution, however, can only be viewed as a groundless assertion. 


Seeraves Rejoinder 


the reader can see why I used “ad nauseum. 


Perhaps 

The comparison between W-H and the theory of evolution is in 
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The Search for the Word of God 


believed the KJV was corrupt, I would not use it at all. What White 
is doing in his classes (though he would deny this) is setting himself 
and textual scholars up as the final authority for his students. They 

the KJV; nor can they believe everything 
version. To find out what really is God’s Holv Word, 
they must come to White, or to someone else “qualified” to tell 
them what is and what isn’t the Word of God. And. hopefully, 
the students will one day be trained to decide for themselves what 
is God’s Word. 

I believe this is extremely dangerous. 

n 


can’t believe everything in 
in any modem 

v 1 


White's Response 


In all, the argument of the article is unconvincing. It falls out¬ 
side of the mainstream of conservative evangelicalism. The “sincere 
student of God’s Word” would do well to carefully examine the 
facts from not just one, but a selection of conservative sources. He 
is encouraged to research the facts objectively and to find the highest 

level of credibility in those conservative scholars who are general¬ 
ly recognized among their peers to he proficient in their fields. 


Segraves Rejoin der 


At this point, only the reader can decide which argument is 
nnconvincing. I am unmoved by that of White. The fact that it 
“falls outside the mainstream” concerns me not one whit. I have 
indeed carefully examined the facts from not just one, but a selec¬ 
tion of conservative sources, as I believe this treatise shows. (See 
the bibliography.) My question is, has White so examined the facts? 
Has he studied Pickering as carefully as he has Green lee? H as he 
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The Search for the Word of God 


Segraves Rejoinder 


I certainly agree to the wisdom of not confining oneself to the 
writings of a single individual; that is why 1 have not done so. 
I have indeed studied both sides of the argument. In fact, 1 was 
at one time on White’6 side. But my question is whether he has 
truly studied both sides with equal diligence? As to his remark about 
the writers in Fuller being off the subject or out of date, that is 
simply a groundless assertion. Arguments do not go out of date 
with the passing of years. Truth is truth, whenever it appears. Truth 
never changes. Some of the writings in Fuller are more ancient (i.e. 
Burgon, etc.) some are more recent (i.e. Pickering, etc.) But it is 
not the date when something is written that causes it to be right 
or wrong, or of great or little value. It is its truthfulness. 1 donbt 
that anyone is more informed of modern discoveries and 
developments than van Bruggen or Pickering or Hodges. White’s 
remarks here seem designed to make the reader think anyone who 
upholds the KJV is “out of date.” This simply isn’t true. 

Finally, he says textual criticism produced the Received Text 
itself. Earlier, he said “little revision or serious critical work was 
done.” The fact is, textual criticism was involved, but certainly 
not the kind of textual criticism developed by W-H. It was criticism 
based on the majority of MSS. 

I urge White, and others who are convinced of the superiority 
of modern translations based on eclectic texts, to seriously and 
diligently reexamine their position. I can think of no more impor* 

tant question to ask than: Which Bible is the Word of God? They 
cannot all be. We must know which one represents the Holy Word 
of the Mighty God, so that we may live by every Word He has 
spoken. 
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“Pickering has dealt with this on pp. 110-116 of Identity. 

“Greenlee, Introduction, pp. 80-81. 


“Ibid., p. 78. 


“Pickering, Identity, p. 28. 
“Greenlee, p. 114. 




Ibid. 


“Ibid. 




Ibid., pp. 114-115. 
Ibid., p. 119. 
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3a Pickcring, Identity , p, 34. 

Bruce, Boohs and Parchments , p. 118, n. 1, 
34 Pickering, p. 48. 




Hodges, JETS 21, no. 2: 151. 




Pickering, p. 50. 




Ibid. 




3ft Pickering, p. 58. 

39 Van Bruggen, Ancient Text , pp. 30, 31* 
Van Bruggen, Ancient Text , pp, 22-28. 
Pickering, Identity , p. 129. 

42 Ibid. 






Ibid., p. 129. 




44 Pickeriug, p. 134. 


Hills, Defended , pp. 106, 107, 196, 198, 199. 
Ibid., p. 200. 

47 Ibid„ p. 202. 

4a Ibid., pp. 211-212. 

^Summarized by T.B.S., London. 

Hills, Defended* p. 212. 
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